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PUBLISHERS’ PREFACE

in English all the works of our Alwars and Acharyas—
Yamuna, Ramanuja and Vedanta Desika. Several
North Indian Scholars and American Students are now
researching in various aspects of Visistadvaita
Philosophy.

Our Research Society has been formed to pUbliShg

Last year December we published an English
Edition of Thirupavai with eighty pages of intro-
duction and eighty pages of Swapadesam by the late
M. B. Srinivasa Iyengar. Five other books of this
series of Nityanusandhanam will be published very soon.

Though Nathamuni is our Prathama Acharya,
none of his works is now available. Yamuna is our
Next Acharya, whose books formed the basis on which!
Ramanuja later on built up our Siddhanta which was
perfected by Vedanta Desika, two centuries afterwards.

The first book of Yamﬁ/na to be published was
Githarthasamgraha in English by the late Dewan
Bahadur V. K. Ramanujachariar. Some years later
Prof. M. R. Rajagopala Iyengar translated the Stotra-
ratna and Chathusloki in English. In the Annamalai
University Series Prof. R.Ramanujachari and K.
Srinivasachari got the English translation of all the
three Siddhantas published some years ago.

The only other work of Yamuna that has not so
far been published in English was ‘Agamapramanyam.’



Our good fricnd Dr. van Buitenen, Prof. of Sanskrit,
Chicago University, sentusa translation of thetextand
an introduction in English of the Agamapramanyam.,
Though we started printing the books morc than
three ycars ago due to the serious illness of our
Honorary Secretary it was delayed, and we arc happy
that we arc able to publish it at least now. Our
Readers arc aware that Dr. van Buitenen has already
published ¢Vedarthasamgraham’ and ‘Gita Bhashya’of
Ramanuja in English, and isa well-known authority on
Visistadvaita Philosophy.

Our good friend Dr. K. C. Varadachari who read
the manuscript, undertook to write a scholarly Preface
in his own inimitable style. But he passed away before
the printing was completed. So we requested Prof.
R.Ramanujachari who had mastered all the works of
Yamuna, and has acceded to our request and has
writtena Preface.

We are heavily indebted to Sri D. S. Krishnachar
of Prabha Printing House, Bangalore, who has under-
taken the arduous task of printing the book faultlessly
from the typed manuscript. But for his hearty co-
operation we could not have published this book at all.

V. SRINIVASA RAGHAVAN
Honorary Secretary
Ramanuja Research Society



PREFACE TO AGAMAPRAMANYAM

The works of Yamuna are of special importance

to students of vedanta not only because they are the
carliest available visistadvaita classics, but also because
they present an authentic account of this system of
thought and belief, having been inspired and shaped
by the rich contributions of previous acharyas including
Nathamuni transmitted to him through an unbroken
tradition. Agamapriminyam is one of the most
important among his writings; and, strangely enough,
there has been till now no critical edition of the text.
In this context, my esteemed friend, Dr. van Buitenen
has rendered invaluable service by bringing out a
critical edition of this masterpiece with a scholarly
introduction and English translation, eminently
readable and faithful to the original. This timely
publication has achieved a twofold purpose, that of
giving the text, fast becoming scarce, further lease of
life, and of making the thought imbedded in this
treatise available even to those unacquainted with
Sanskrit.  An orientalist of great repute, he has made
the field of vedanta, especially visistadvaita vedanta,
his own. Already he has earned the gratitude of all
interested in our cultural heritage by his excellent
publications, such as Ramanuja’s Vedarikasamgraka and
Ramanuja on Bhagavat Gifa. A warm welcome awaits
this excellent publication.

Yamuna, more properly known as Ahvandar,”
occupies a central place among the illustrious visista-
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dvaita acharyas who, reformed and revivified this
ancient system of thought and belicf.  Nathamuni set
visistadvaita vedanta on a new and glorious phase of
its carecr ; Yamuna strengthened it considerably by his
writings; and Ramanuja systematised and fortified it.
Kuresa pays reverential homage to the illustrious
hierarchy of acharyas commencing from Laksminatha
(Supreme God, the Consort of Laksmi) and ending
with his own preceptor, Ramanuja, with Sage Natha
and Yamuna at the centre :

Laksminitha samarambhim
Nithayamuna madhyamim !
asmadicirya paryantim vande
guruparamparim 0
The grandson and_spiritual successor of Natha-
muni, Yamuna had the unique privilege of ﬁhcriting\
his~ grandsire’s immeasurable spiritual wealth! and
of passing on that legacy to Ramanuja, having enriched
it by his own invaluable contributions. At an carly
age, he achieved great distinction and fame for his
erudition and dialectical skill. He easily defeated a
court poet, Akkialvan, who was a terror to all learned
men, far and near ; and, in recognition of this victory
he was hailed as Alavandar (Man come to save, rule)
and granted the gift of a territory. He ruled over this
principality and led a life of pomp and luxury,
forgetting the high traditions of his grandfather, until
he was won over to the higher life, thanks to the great
efforts of Ramarmisra, the chosen disciple of Pundari-

1 syami nah kuladk kuladait tat
oo nat ioda vil )
dar y

Stotraratna, St. 6
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kaksa who was himself the foremost among the disciples
of Nathamuni, charged with the duty of instructing
his grandson in the sacred lore. When the awakening
came, Yamuna realised the futility of the life he had
been leading, became a sannyasin, settled down at
the holy spot of Srirangam, the great centre of
Vaisnava thought and devoted the rest of his life to
disseminating the truths handed to him by Ramamisra
and writing treatises and in unremitting and one-
pointed devotion to the Lord.

In his exposition of visistadvaitic thought, Yamuna
follows the lead of the ancient masters like Bodhayana,
Tanka and Dramida and Nathamuni, whose master-
piEE, Nyayatattva greatly influenced his own writings.
He follows in the foot-steps of Nathamuni so closely
that Vedanta Desika describes A¢masiddhi of Yamuna
as a brief version of Nyayatattva, (Nyayatattva
prakaranam ki Atmasiddhi.)

Though steeped in tradition, he was no blind
follower. The following stanza shows how he insisted
on high standards of thought and discussion :

Hanta! brahmopade$osyam
$raddadhinesu $obhate |
vayama$raddadhanah smo
ye yuktim prarthayamahe ||
Samviisiddhi, p. 191
*Well, all this dogmatic teaching may carry con-

viction with (blind) believers ; we are lacking in such
faith, and we search for logical reasons to convince us."”



vi

Endowed with n sharp intellect and piercing logie, he
could eaily sce through sophistry, and wav averse to
wsing crook.ed waysof thinking (nirasta jimhaga spante,
Yetirgjasaftati, St. 8), He presented his views with
precition and clarity and in a manner that would
compel astent. A sparkling sente of humour is dis-
cernible in his discourses,  ‘To cite one illustration
while refuting the doctrine of absolute identity based
on the upanitudic text—ckam evidvitiyam Brahma—
Yamuna says in his Samcityiddli: “The statement ‘the
permanent ruler of the Cola country now reigning is
without a second in this world’ is intended to deny the
existence of a ruler equal to him It does not deny the
existence of servants, sons, consort, and so on.”’

The learned editor designates Yamunaasa “temple
pricst’ (vide infra, p. 6) and includes Ramanuja in the
class of “theologians and officiating priests’ (Vedirtha-
samgraha, p. 33) and suggests that the inspiration came
to them from religion and theology. The appelations
‘temple priest’ and ‘theologian’, taken fiterally, do not
imply any derision, and may not be inappropriate
designations of these eminent thinkers and ardent
devotees who considered service to God and god-lovers
as the supreme goal of life; bur “temple priest’ is
suggestive of one making a living by temple service,
one who cares merely for outward, formal routine of
worship. Likewise, ‘theologian’ has veiled iation
with dogmatic, uncritical acceptance of beliefs. This
suspicion gets somewhat strengthened when we read
the learned editor saying “What Pancaratra signifies

for him (Yamuna) is dikgd and the other sacraments;
aridhana and the various aspects of the ritual of
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worship of the God ; puja . ..” In point of fact, they
were not temple priests, but eminent sannyasins and
accredited leaders and exponents of visistadvaitic
thought and vaignava religion, who set great store by
logic and sought convincing evidence before accepting
any belief. It is therefore necessary to consider if
these are fair and factual descriptions.

In his learned introduction Dr. van Buitenen
refers to a number of problems that challenge
attention and call for further study. One of these is
‘the reticence of the illustrious vaignava philosopher,
Ramanuja, about the Pancaratra system.’ ‘ Ramanuja
remains > he says, “wholly silent about the element,
both of doctrine and of religious practice of
Pancaratra.”” In his earlier publication, Ramanuja’s
Vedarthasamgraha, Dr. van Buitenen says, that
although the orthodoxy of the Pancaratra had been
established, it is not utilised as a source of knowledge
in its own right to corroborate Ramanuja’s system of
vedanta.”” There is reference again to ‘‘ Ramanuja’s
evident indifference towards Pancaratra.” He has
himself suggested a plausible reason for Ramanuja’s
not quoting even a single pada from the veritable
ocean of the Pancaratra. A master of dialectics, to
win support for his interpretation of vedic teachings,
form vedantins of all shades of opinion, he would take
his stand only on $ruti and universally accepted smrti;
he would not like to jeopardise a good case by quoting
from what may be dubbed scctarian. For an indcntical
reason, he studiously avoided all reference to the
Divyaprabandha, though it has been ¢ne of the shaping
forces of his thought.
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As regards Ramanuja remaining “wholly silent
about the elements both of doctrine and of religious
practice of the Pancaratra,’ it may be said that he
presented a synthetic account of vedanta incorporating
into it the vedic, agamic and prabandha contributions.
The genealogy of the specific items was not indicated
because most of them are found in all the scriptures.
Ramanuja looked upon the varied scriptures as setting
forth identical doctrines, though their language
and idiom vary,

It is certainly not difficult to identify the agamic
elements in Ramanuja’s teaching. In the first place,
the prapatti doctrine, though ancient and based on the
Upanisads and the Bhagavat Gita, gets special elabor-
ation in the Pancaratra, The credit for having
stressed its importance as a self-sufficient and inde-
pendent means to moksa and of explaining its angas
(steps) goes to the Pancaratra. As this path is
accessible to all irrespective of caste or rank, it has
a universal appeal. That everyone, whatever his
station in life, is entitled to moksa, and that it may be
attained in this very birth is a characteristic Pancaratra
teaching. Ramanuja utilised this doctrine and
incorporated this in his exposition of the visistadvaita.
Though he makes a passing mention of it in the
Sri Bhasya and the Vedarthasamgraha, he emphasises
it in the GitaBhasya especiallyin commentingon the
Carama sloka. More than all, in his Gadyatraya which
is a confession of his faith, he presents saranagati as
hita par excellence.

Another feature of the Pancaratra which Ramanuja
has utilised is ite insistence on an austerelife. In
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Nityagrantha it is prescribed as part of the daily
routine throughout life. ~ The day is divided into five
periods, each to be devoted to an appropriate duty.
The first is abhigamana, when one is to approach God
as soon as daily ablutions and puja are over. The
second is called upadana, a period to be spent in
earning a livelihood in legitimate and appropriate
ways. Then follows ijya (literally, sacrifices), referring
not to vedic sacrifices but to pancamaha yagna, which
include among others, noonday prayer, offering unto
God the food prepared and even partaking of meal,
" which is regarded as a religious act. What pleases
the Lord is not the sacrifice which entails much
material and effort, but sincere, unselfish and devout
approach. True worship is something inward,
involving mental purity, earnestness and steadfast
faith. Next comes the path of svadkyaya or study.
It is a duty cast on every houscholder to study our
sacred lore and to teach thesame to others (pravacana)
where possible. The concluding part of the day is
devoted to quiet concentration (yoga). One is to
retire to bed with thoughts of God uppermost in one’s
mind. Without bisecting life into the sacred and the
secular and thereby making either valueless, the
Pancaratra invests all our acts with sanctity. Everything
that man does, eating and slceping not excepted, are
worship of the Divine. In a word, man’slife is to be
a God-centred life, all day long and all through life.
Life should be characterised by this pervasive note,
Yet another fruitful idea which Ramanuja selects
from the Pancaratra for elaboration is the concept of

disinterested action.  Action performed without
u
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thought of personal gain and in the spirit of dedication
to God leads progressively to self-knowledge, self-
realisation and knowledge of God, which leads to
meditation on God and flowers into live of, and
surrender to God and final beatitude. “Sitvikatyaga
pirvaka karma yogyena karmana” is a typical
Pancaratra formula. In the Gita Bhasya Ramanuja
explains the full implications of this concept while
commenting on St, 15, Ch. IV of the Bhagavat Gita.
“Such a person sees non-action in action ; and action in
non-action. He is the man of wisdom, worthily
engaged ; and he is the performer of all actions.”

Yamuna composed eight works, and they are:
Atma-siddhi, Isvara.siddhi, Samvit-siddhi, Gitartha-
samgraha, Purusanirnaya, Stotraratna, Catussloki
and Agamapramanya. The first three are usually
referrcd to by the collective name, Siddhitraya,
A good part of each of these three siddhis has been
lost due to neglect and the ravages of time; but even
the little that remains gives us a clear idea of the
author’s views on important philosophical problems
and of the masterly way in which he expounds them.
Ramanuja quotes profusely from these splendid
manuals in his Sri Bhasya.

Gitarthasamgraha is a marvel of epitomising
effort. The inspiration for this undertaking came
from Ramamisra who initiated Yamuna into the
inmost secret of the Bhagavad Gita. In thirty-two
stanzas, it sums up the teaching of the Lord's Song as
understood by the school which he represented and
indicates how the teaching is developed logically and
step by step and how the Gitasastra is a consistent
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exposition of the doctrine that it is only through bhakti
(loving devotion) brought on by karma and jnana
(svadharma jnana vairagya sidhya bhaktyaka gocarah)
that the Lord could be reached.  This work served as
a ground-plan, as it were, for Ramanuja's luminous
exposition of the Gita.

Purusanirnaya is designed to show the supremacy
of Lord Visnu. The book is not cxtant now.

STOTRARATNA AND CATUSSLOKI

Stotra.ratna and Catussloki are hymns in praise of
Lord Visnu and Goddess Lakshmi respectively. They
are held in high esteem as portraying the author’s
fervent religious feelings and inmost longing for Divine
communion and as expounding in an easily intelligible
form the central philosophical doctrines of Visistadvaita
regarding fatfva (God, man and nature), kita (the way)
and purugartha (the nature of the supreme goal). This
poem, as Vedanta Desika says, is the spontaneous
overflow of the author’s ecstatic religious experiences
brought onby constant meditation on Divya Prabandha,
especially the Tiruvoimozhi of Saint Satakopa. To him
the Alwar was father, mother, consort, children,
wealth, in a word, everything.

Maitapita yuvatayah tanaya vibhuti
sarvam yadeva niyamena matanvayinim |
ddhyasya nah kulapateh vakula-bhiramam
srimad tadanghri yugalam pranamami mirdhna (|
Stotraratna, St. 6
One could see that the stotra is replete with the
ideas culled from Tiruvoimozhi; and some of the
stanzas seem to be Sanskrit renderings of the Tamil
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hymns. The key-note of the stotra is that prapatti is
the only effective means of attaining transcendental
felicity. Vedanta Desika has written a commentary
bringing out the treasures imbedded in it; and he
wrote a brochure on one of its stanzas under the head-
ing Anjalivaibhava, Ramanuja felt moved as he heard
Stotraratna recited ; and he got there from the cue for
his Vaikuntagadya.
CATUSSLOKT
Catussloki is an exceedingly brief poem singing the
glories of Goddess Lakshmi. The four stanzas compri-
sing it attribute to Sri the qualities of the Lord
elaborately set forth in the four chapters of the
Brahmasutras,  The first stanza refers to the vibhutis
of Goddess Lakshmi and shows that they are beyond
praise; the second states that Her greatness is
incomprehensible even to Her omniscient Consort,
even as He cannot comprehend His own greatness;
the third speaks of the saving power of Her grace; and
the last describes how Her resplendent forms are
inseparable from, and co-existent with, those of the
Lord.
AoAMAPRAMANYAM
Agama pramanya is devoted to vindicating the

authority of the Pancaratra tantras. The extensive
Pancaratra works called agamas or tantras or samhitas
and also Bhagavat Sastra, for the reason that Sriman

Narayana is believed tohave promulgated them Him-

self, have always been considered canonical; but

detractors have not been wanting, who challenged their

authority. Hence Yamuna fclt the need for this



xiii

defence of the Pancaratra. The main adversaries
against whom he had to contend arc the Nimamsakas
of the Bhitta and the Prabhikara school, the Advaitins
and the Naiyayikas. From their respective standpoints
they directed their attacks on the Pancaratra tantras,
With the aid of reason and scripture, Yamuna meets
this many-pronged attack and establishes that the
tantras are authoritative. In Agamapramanya, more
than in Siddhitraya, we see Yamuna at his best. A
master dialectician, he exposes the fallacies in the argu-
ments of his rivals and demonstrates the correctness of
his own views, with a wealth of incontrovertible
evidence. In the course of the discussion, Yamuna
indicates his views on a wide range of problems
including those of linguistics, psychology, epistemology
and exegesis.

Yamuna discusses at length the proper interpreta-
tion that is to be put on the Utpatyadhikarana of the
Brahmasutra, as this section has been taken by Sankara
to be a refutation of the Pancaratra. With surprising
unanimity all commentators have taken Brahmasutra
II-ii, 39— 22 as dealing with the Pancaratra although
there is no word or expression directly or remotely
specifying this theme. They differ however, in their
interpretation of these aphorisms. Sankara interprets
the four sutras as adducing four reasons for rejecting
the Pancaratra; but Yamuna takes the first two as
stating the prima facie case against it, and the Jast two
as establishing conclusively the validity of the
Pancaratra after exposing the hollowness of the prima
facie view. The location of this adhikarana in a pada
devoted to the refutation of rival systems, namely, those
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of Kapila, Kanada, Sangaba, {Arhata) and Pasupata,
which are either outside the pale of, or opposed to veda
seems to lend support to Sankara’s view that the
Sutrakara meant to reject the Pancaratra along with the
others. Against this view, it is mentioned that with the
rejection of the Pasupata agama the impression may be
created that the Pancaratra also is devoid of authority 5
to allay this apprehension the Sutrakara specifically
raises the question of the Pancaratra to clinch the
argument,

Sankara’s interpretation of the sutras :—

(i) ulpattyasambkavat: *“ On account of the im-
possibility of origination (the system that subscribes to
the view that soul originates, i.e. the Pancaratra is
unacceptable).” “There occurs in the Pancaratra the
statement, “From Vasudeva there originates the Jiva
known as Sankarsana;...”” This is an instance where
the Pancaratra is opposed to the vedic,teaching that
the soul is neither born, nor does it die. Hence it is
to be rejected.

(ii) na ca kartuh karanam: “Besides, the instru-
ment cannot originate from the agent (hence the
Pancaratra which accepts such a doctrine is to be
discarded)”.  There is the Pancaratra statement . . .
from the individual soul called Sankarsana manas,
known as, Pradyumna originates; from Pradyumna
originates Ahamkara known as Aniruddha.” The Jiva
who is an agent engages in his activity only with the

aid of manas; when that is so, how can the Jiva be said
to give rise to manas? Moreover, the vedas declare
that manas and the like proceed from Brahman alone.
Hence the Pancaratra is to be rejected.
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(iii) vijnanddibhave va tadapn;:;tdlxa[x: .

¢ Should it be said that they are only Brahman,
the objection, namely, impossibility of origination is not
got over.” That is, even if it be said that Sankarsana,
Pradyumna and Aniruddha are not Jiva, manas and
Ahankara respectively, but really Brahman, since they
are all alike Brahman there cannot be the causal rela.
tion among them; no one of them could give rise to
the next in the series. It is everywhere observed that
the cause and its effect differ from each other in some
of their characteristics.

(iv) wvipratisedhat: *And because of contradiction
(the Pancaratra lacks authority).”  As the Pancaratra
is self-discrepant and as it contradicts the vedic tcach-
ings, it is liable to be rejected. For example, the
Pancaratra maintains that jnana is at once guna and
guni. Bhagavan is of the cssence of jnana for Iis
attribute.  Further, the Pancaratra denounces the
veda. Itiswell-known, Sandilya declares, that failing
to find the highest felicity in the veda, he learnt the
Pancaratra and attained thereby what he could not
get from the veda. Hence the Pancaratra contradicts
itsclf and speaks disparagingly of the veda, it is to be
rejected.

Yamuna's interpretation :

Yamuna, and, following his lead, Ramanuja,
argue that this adhikarana establishes precisely the
opposite conclusion, namely, the validity of the
Pancaratra. While therc is substantial agreement
between Sankara and Yamuna in their inter-
pretation of the first two sutras, Yamuna takes the
third and the fourth sutras as meeting the objections
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that may be urged against the Pancaratra. The
expression 22 occurring in the third sutra is indicative
of a cbange in the direction of the argument, as in
many an instance where this expression occurs.
(iii) Vijnanabhave va tadapratisedhak :—
“Or if they are of the nature of jnina and cause,
i.e., Brahman, the authority of the Pancaratra is
unassailed, i.e., there can be no valid objection to the
Pancaratra.” Either the Vyihas (Vasudeva, San-
karsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha) are independent
sovereigns or they are the four-fold forms, chosen
out of His own free-will by the Supreme Lord out of
compassion for purposes of protecting the world.
The first alternative is ruled out, as the Pancaratra
does not admit of a plurality of God, but is an
uncompromising monotheism. On the other alter-
native of a single Deity in fourfold forms, the question
of origination does not arise. Sankarsana, Pradyumna
and Aniruddha are really the highest Brahman; they
arenot jivas, manas and ahamkara respectively. If
they are so called, it is because they control these
factors from within. Thus, in truth the Pancaratra
does not,” as it is alleged, countenance the view that
the soul has an origin. Whoever says it does advocate
the non-vedic doctrine of the origination of the soul is
really ignorant of the Pancaratra teaching.

(iv) Vipratisdhat :

“Morcover, on account of contradiction (the
authority of the Pancaratra cannot be assailed}.” The
Pancaratraagamasactually deny origination to the soul
and assert its eternity, Thus the objections raised
against them arc not tenable. The allegation that
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there is denunciation of the veda, is baseless, because
the statement is not to be construed as meaning that
the veda is no guide to transcendental felicity, but
only as signifying the inability of Sandilya to ascertain
the profound truths of veda and the Pancaratra helping
him to comprchend easily the vedic teachings. Far
from belittling the veda, it proclaims the greatness of
Bhagavat Sastra and suggests that while the veda and
the agamas contain an identical teaching, the latter arc
easier of comprehension,

Yamuna presents quite a number of alternative
interpretations of the third and fourth sutras, all alike
strengthening the conviction that the authority of the
Pancaratra cannot be gainsaid.

It passes one’s understanding how Badarayana
(Vyasa) foremost among those proficient in the veda
who loudly proclaimed the glories of the Bhagavat
Sastra in his Mahabharata could be taken as having
denied it any authority in his Brehmasutra the most
authentic exposition of vedantic teachings.

Thus with unparallcled dialectical skill and with
a wealth of convincing arguments Yamuna turns the
table against bis opponents and establishes conclusively
the orthodoxy of the Pancaratra.

R RAMANUJACHARI

m



PREFACE

The present study was undertaken to increase the
materials for a historical study of Vedanta thought.
Yiamuna’s treatise on the scriptural validity of
Paficaratra introduces a very significant chapter in
Vedintamimamsa, both because of its author, who was
the predecessor of the famous Ramanuja, and in certain
essentials anticipated the latter’s fully worked-out
system of Viéistadvaita, and because of the intrinsic
interest of the work itself, which in effect makes a plea
for other and new authority beside the traditionally
acknowledged authoritative scriptures.

The translation of this relatively brief Prakarana
proved to be difficult, for its language as well as its
subject matter. No commentaries seemed to exist,
nor has the text been translated before. I have used
as my basis the edition of Rama MiSra Sastri,
reprinted from the Pandit at Benares, 1937, I was
unable to consult original manuscripts of the work,
so that my dependence of the printed text was
complete. The edition is good, with not too
many misprints, though it is somewhat unreliable
in its punctuation. There are a number of obvious
corruptions, whose restoration was easy and a few not
so obvious ones, the emendation of which must
remain doubtful. The acompanying Sanskrit Text
is based upon the Pandit edition as well as a text in
Telugu character, and includes my emendationswhich
have been noted in the annotations when it was a less
than obvious case of correction.
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The work is written in a mixture of $lokasand
prose, but the karika portions form such a complete
unity with the prose passages that, with accompanying
Sanskrit Text, it seemed pointless to distinguish them
in the translation. More useful may prove my
division into paragraphs for more convenient refere
ence, which has been carried through in both text
and translation,

1 have tried to keep the English readable, as far
as the concise and highly technical style of the author
allowed. Although the reading of the work will
remain difficult, I hope that thus this interesting
treatise will be more accessible to scholars and laymen
who lack the knowledge or the leisure to read the
Sanskrit. To many of them it will prove to be
rewarding. The historian of Indian thought, and
especially of Vedinta at the start of its medieval
development will find here a lucid exposition of the
scope of the scriptural authority accepted by the
tremendously influential sects of southern Vaisnavism,
The cultural anthropologist alert to the historical role
of the sects as vehicles of social and cultural change
will be interested in the manner in which a leading
exponent of Vaispavism defines his sectarian position
within the orthodox tradition of the Vedas and Snirtis.
The historian of religions will be arrested by the
exceedingly well-reasoned apologia for a valid scriptural
basis of “ Tantric” religious experience and practice.

But for the enlightened sponsorship and most
obliging patience of Mr. V. S. Raghavan of Park
Town, Madras, the publication of this study would
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have been long delayed, ifit could have taken place
atall. Mr. Raghavan has looked upon his venture as
an act of Kaimkarya, of selfless service to his Guru,
and it is in a kindred spirit that I have continued the
study, which was originally begun in India, during my
stay at the University of Chicago. Illuminated
support of studies in the history of the Indian Culture
is urgently needed if a great tradition .of scholarship,
both in India and the West, isto continue and to meet
the challenges of a new world. Mr. Raghavan’s
example of generosity in promoting serious studies in
the classical works of Vaisnavism is a hopeful sign that
such support will continue to be forthcoming.

Chicago J. A. B. van BurteNen



INTRODUCTION

1. Niraawuxt axp Yiwuva: The almost total
lisappearance of prior works which gave a systematic
cxposition of the theology of Vaignavism within the
framework of Vedinta makes Yamuna the first
Vaisnava Vedantin, about whose views we are informed
to a significant degree. Though we may not be as
well informed as we could wish—his most important
work, the Atmasiddhi, is now incomplete—, his works
allow us to form a good impression of this author,
whose significance has long been ovcrshadowed by that
of his pupil Mahipiirpa’s great pupil Rimanuja. The
extent to which Yamuna’s works have been neglected
is measured by the fact that his most important collec-
tion, the Siddhitraya, has been permuitted to be truncated
and that at least two of his treatises, the Purusanirnaya
and the Kafmiragamapramanya, now appear to be lost.
Modern research has largely bypassed him, and only
quite recently English translations have become avail-
able of his Siddhitrayar and Stotraratna 2

Tradition has it that Yamuna was the grandson of
Nathamuni with whom the line of Alagiyas or Aciryas
begins, At the conclusion of his Agamaprimanya
Yimuna devotes a stanza to his predecessor, and
follows it with a stanza, closing the treatise, which
extols the greatness of those scriptures “whose spirit
has been increased by the glorious Nithamunindra,”s
The addition of these laudatory strophes would indeed
seem most appropriate at the end of a treatise which
expounds the scriptural validity of Paficaritra Agama;

A
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for in writing this exposition Yamuna was acting very
closely in Nathamuni’s spirit. Just as Yimuna was to
claim authority for a class of texts which had not
before been given official recognition as part of the
Vedinta literature, so Nathamuni before him claimed
authority for the collection of Tamil hymns known as
the Prabandha. Within a few generations the canon of
Vaispava Vedinta was thus increased enormously
and it may be useful to enlarge on the implications.
As so often, it would seem that the Vaisnava
hagiographers, for all the pious and at times miracul-
ous detail they were moved to add, translated into
legend a core of historical fact, which remains
recognizable. It is told that Nithamuni, after a
pilgrimage to the hallowed places of the North—
Mathuri, Vrndavana, Haridvari, Dvaraki and Puri—,
became aware of the ritual use that had been given to
the Tamil hymns of the Alvars. The Prapannamria,
written one gencration after Ramanuja, or five genera-
tions after Nithamuni, notes that at Kumbhakopam
the study of these hymns was considered damaging to
Vedic orthodoxy, and that the offending texts had
even been thrown in the Tamraparni river. Thereare
several, and not always consistent, accounts of the
manner in which the scriptures were saved. It is said
that Madhura-kaviy alvar, a pupil of Namm-alvir’s,
was instrumental in transmitting his master’s work the
Tiruvaimoli to Nithamuni, or the latter received it
directly from Namm-ilviar’s hands. Perhaps the most
interesting fact is that when Nithamuni wanted a

second hearing of the text for purposes of study, he
was referred to a local artisan who (“by Namm-alvir’s
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inspiration”) revealed the work to him. Ifwc may
regard the details of the miraculous recovery as edify-
ing embroidery, the fact stands out that Nithamuni
had to go to the common people in order to collect the
hymns of the Alvirs that had been rejected by the
orthodox authorities. ~ Although the Tamil scriptures
had not received official sanction for use in high temple
worship, they were current among the people, and
certainly also in use at their devotional worship. What
Nithamuni in effect did was to incorporate these
scriptures, henceforth known as the Dravida Veda, in
the temple worship at Srirangam.

P. N. Srmuvasacutars remarks that “this innova-
‘tion effected a silent revolution in temple worship, as
it raised the status of the Prabandha to the level of the
Veda, and liberalized the meaning of Revclation.t It
is important torecall that it was the bhakti movement
which produced the Alvirs and made their perfervid
exultation in the God live among the people. By
incorporating the Tamil Prabandha among the sacred
scriptures that served in temple worship orthodox
tradition was enabled to ally itself to the popular
movements which had a tendency to break away from
Brahmanism, and to be itsclf revivified by them, For
a long time to come Vaisnavism in the South looked
for its spiritual leadership to Srirangam,

Nithamuni lived to the ripe old age of 96 and
died in 920. He was succeeded at Srirangam by
Pupdarikiksa Uyyakkondar and then by Ramamisra
Manakkil-nambi. Rimamiéra was Yamuna’s teacher.
Legend has embroidered his early life with many
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details, not all of them consistent.  Asso frequently
in the hagiographies of great saints, Yimuna showed
carly signs of great knowledge and at the age of twelve
defeated in debate the learned Akkidlvin of the Cola
court. He was rewarded with ‘half the kingdom’ and
led a life of great luxury, until a new encounter with
his old teacher Rimamisra, who handed over to him
his grandfather’s legacy of the shrine of Srirangam,
opened his eyes to his spiritual obligations.

Like his distinguished successor Raminuja,
Yamuna too is supposed to have lived to theage of
one hundred and twenty years, From this pontificate
at Srirangam must datc a comparatively small oeuvre
of theological and philosophical treatises. They com-
prise several small devotional poems, the Stotraratna
and the Catuhsloki (both commented upon by Venkata-
nitha in his Rakasyaraksa in which he seeks to define
the theology of Laksmi on the basis of the Catubsloki),
a very brief summary in stanzas of the Bhagavadgiti
Gitarthasamgraha (which became the programme for
Riminuja’s Gitabhasya® and was further enlarged upon
in Venkatanatha’s Gitarthasamgreharohsa), and a series
of expositions in mixed karika and prosc style, the
Atmasiddhi, ISvarasiddhi and Samvitsiddhi, usually
bundled together under the title Siddhitraja; a lost
work Purusanirnaya “ Argumentation for a Personal
God ”; and finally two disquisitions on the authority
of Agama, the dgamapramanya and the Kasmiragama-
pramdnya.

Precisely what we have to understand by Kasmir-
dgama is not clea:, but Yamuna's use of Agama in
the other work is abundantly evident. In this treatise,
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(dmuna sets out to prove by scripture and logic that

the texts of Paficartra Agama have an authority
cqual to that of the Vedas, because they are God’s
direct revelation. He argues this validity not so much
10 a particular school of philosophical or theological
thought as against established orthodox opinion® which
reserves exclusive authority for the Vedas and the
accepted Traditions that derive from them. Striking
even more than in the Atmasiddhi is Yamuna’s polemi-
cal tone and argumentative manner.  Throughout his
works the impression which he creates is that of a high
temple priest who is not content routinely to continue
the temple services as they had grown in Srirangam,
but is apostolic in his fervour to persuade orthodoxy
not only of the existence, but also of the truth, of a
complete Vaisnava philosophy and theology. He may
rightly be called the first apologist of a Vaispava
theology.

Like his predecessor Nithamuni, who had made
room for the Tamil Veda in the temple worship,
Yiamuna too cffected a silent revolution, Not in temple
worship, to be sure, since the contents of typical
Paficardtra texts abundantly demonstrate that they
had grown out of temple service and recorded practices
that had been observed since long. The revolution
which he effected was in Vedanta tradition, and it has
proved to be a crucial one. After Sankara who con-
tinued an orthodox tradition of monism, and Bhiskara
who continued a not less orthodox tradition of dualism-
monism, traditions both which based themselves
principally on the Upanisads, Yamuna gave Vedinta
a completely new scope. Not only did he argue a
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theistic Vedidnta-—as others had done before—, he
argucd it with texts that so far had had no place in
the tradition of uttaramimamsa. The significance does
not lic principally in the fact that he accepted as cano-
nical a certain class of scctarian Vaispava texts, but
that he argued it within the aupanisada tradition.
Scveral schools had arisen which, while paying lip
service to the Vedic scriptures, in practice ignored
them in favour of morc accessible and more popular
texts.  The interest and the importance of the dgama-
pramanya lie in the author's intention of bringing
within the Vedinta tradition, and thus in a way
subjecting to this tradition, a body of religious litcra-
ture that often had been denied to be part of it.

The motivation of this attempt was in part surely
to restore to Vedinta thought the religious inspiration
that, onc cannot help but feel, was threatened by the
philosophical acrobatics of the monistic schools, This
religious inspiration was for Yaimuna that of the reli-
gion of worship and devotion that had swept Southern
India. As a temple priest, he saw this religion guided
and contained in the temple worship which itself was
guided by Paficaratra tradition. From this point of
view the dgamapramanya was a plea for the cmancipa-
tion of popular religion.

2. EArvY PaRcarATRA : The origin of Paficaritra
is obscure, because it has not one origin. Investigation
into the meaning of the word padicaratrain so far as it
might shed light on the origin of the tradition associated
with that name has been hampered by thic too great
emphasis laid by recent authors on the ‘philosophical’
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content of the tradition. Tt is noteworthy that
Yimuna himself does not accent this philosophical
content at all in thc Agamapramanya, and that he
understands Paiicariitra principally as a tradition of
ritual worship.  What Paiicardtra signilies for him is
diksa and the other sacraments; dradkana and the
various aspects of the ritual worship of the God ; piija,
devotion to the arca, function and usc of nirmdlya and
naivedya; and rites like the paiicakalika. A similar
significance does it have for Venkatanitha in his
Sripanicardtraraks@.  As has been pointed out by
other scholars, the cosmological and philosophical
content of the Paficaritra Samhitds are far less con-
siderable than their ritua) contents.

In these ritual contents we have the cumulative
growth of many centuries, and at the present stage of
our knowledge concerning the history of non-yajiia
ritual it is vain to identify the origins and ecarly
development of the numerous rites and ritual specula-
tions. Inevitably the name paiicardtra has invited
speculation? that the tradition is historically linked with
Vedic ceremonials, like the Paiicaratram Sattram;® it
is, however, impossible to find convincing arguments
for such a construction.

The question thus rises whether it is permissible
to separate the cosmological super-structure from the
ritual content, and to scck to connect the name
paficardtra with the former.  This is tempting becausc
in the Mah3bhirata we find several references to a
Paiicaritra system just in connection with certain
speculative tencts. I believe that although without a
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doubt the system referred to in the epic as Paificaritra
is basically thc same as the cosmological system des-
cribed, or taken for granted in the later Paficardtra
Samhitds, the original meaning of the name paiicardtra
cannot be clicited from the cpic.

All but onc of the occurrences of the term are to
be found in the Nirdyaniya book, chapters 334.351 of
the Santiparvan. Onec of the most distinctive features
of the doctrine there sct forth is the fourfold nature of
the Supreme Being, which immediately recalls the
Vyiiha doctrine of Paficaritra. There arc two series of
names to describe the four aspects, onc of very minor
importance, and onc of major, and remainingimport-
ance NBh. 12.334 relates that the cternal Nirayana
was born the son of Dharma in the Krta age during the
Svayambhuva manvantara, as Nara, Nariyana, Hari
and Krsna Svayambhuva.” The devotion to Nirdyana,
the general concern of the Nirdyaniya, which is also
called Sitvatamata®® and proclaimed by the Sun,! is
associated particularly with the people of Svetadvipa
north of the Milk Sea.!? Although thus there is a very
definite identification of both doctrine and devotion
with the name of Nirdyana, the most common descrip-
tion of the quaternity of God is in Krspaite terms, as
Visudeva, Samkarsana (Baladeva), Pradyumna and
Aniruddha. But in these terms is also captured a
particular doctrine of the relationship between God, '
soul and body, in terms which strongly recall the
essentially theistic Samkhya of the epic. The Purusa,
the Supreme Being, who is the soul of all beings, is
Viasudeva. This Purusa enters the body which is
constituted of the five elements.!’s The context conveys
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that from this contact between purusa and body the
jiva appears, which is the embodied soul, or the purusa
as embodied. The Jiva is called Sesa,' but more
generally Sarpkarsana,' by the name of Krspa Visu.
deva’shalf-brother. Sarnkarsanaproduces the manas, !¢
which is described also as an incarnation of Sanat-
kumira,!” but specially as Pradyumna,'® Krsna's son
by Rukmini. From the manas Pradyumna originates
he who is the “agent, cause and instrument, from
whom the universe of moving and unmoving entities
derives, the God manifest in all actions,'® the dhamkaira
named Aniruddha after Pradyumna’s son.

This doctrine must have enjoyed considerable
currency and in many places of the epic, outside the
Moksadharma, there are references toit. It isalsoa
most interesting doctrine, since itcombines a particular
cosmological-psychological view with a devotional
religion concentrated on the person of Krsna  The
philosophical basis is easily recognizable; the doctrine
is that of the eight prakrtis and God/purusa. It differs
from the most common descriptions of the eight
prakrtis in that the three superior ones, jiva, manas and
akamkara not only deviate from the usual series buddhi,
ahamkara and manas, in name as well as function, but
that the three are putin a very close relation to the
purusa-Vasudeva, a relation so close that they can be
described as forms of the God. Nevertheless, the three
are different from God, as the kinship pattern in which
they arc arranged clearly illustrates. Ina way this
part of the doctrine resembles the doctrine of the
sitksmasarira or liigasarira.®® The place of manas is
puzzling since regularly the manas appers after and
B
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below the akamhara.  But this may be not more than
a particular use of the term; not infrequently in older
texts we observe that manas can be a name for that
cntity that is clsewhere known as éuddhi.?

The kinship pattern in which the cosmology is
put is quite important, because it very lucidly illus-
trates how the relationship between God and the
world is represented and by itself refutes the later
objection against Paiicaritra that it allows the jiva to
t‘originate” from God. The fact that God is called
Visudeva, and that the jiva is designated by the name
of Samkarsana proves that some sort of independent
cacxistence was admitted of God and individual soul,
for Vasudera was the half-brother of Krspa, not the
son. The relationships this pattern illustrates arc:

Puruga —  jiva

Manas (Buddhki)

Ahamkara
At this point it becomes clear that the doctrine is
basically not an eight prakrti doctrine, but a seven
prakrti doctrine, which is the older form of the
former. The jiva is the individual soul which heads
a series of seven evolvents. That at one stage the
relation between jiva and manas was not viewed as a
simple cause-effect relation may be shown by the
fact that the jiva is called Samkarsana, who was not
the father of Pradyumna.

In the absence of evidence in the epic that
Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha were, in
their own right, the objects of cult worship, the con-
clusion is justified that their role was primarily that
of providing the cosmological doctrine with an imme-
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diately, and popularly, comprehensible pattern.  The
purusa of the doctrine was identificd with Krspa who
himself was equal to Nardyana; the others illustrated
the relations betwecen the various orders of the cosmo-
logical doctrinc. Hence they have no independent
existence from Krspa Vasudeva, as for example difler-
ent avataras of one God may have a separatc existence
of their own. In the form of the doctrine known from
the Samhitis, this is formulated in the doctrine of the
Vyihas, which is that of the one God in a quaternity
of forms, which should not be equated with the cos-
mological orders, for they arc each God. This point
will occupy us when we consider the interpretations of
the utpattyasambhavadkilarazpa in the Brahmasitras,

1t is not clear from the Narayaniya what relation
the series of Visudeva, Samkargana, Pradyumna and
Aniruddha entertains with the series Nara, Narayana,
Hari and Krsna. After the latter four have been describ-
ed as manifestations of the Supreme, it is the former
manifestations which arc described in detail when an
account is given of Narada’s visit to Svetadvipa.® And
on Narada’s return to the Badari hermitage, only
Nara and Nardyana are brought further to the scene.
Perhaps we can think of regional variations in the
developing Vaisnavism which will be absorbed almnost
without trace in the Paficaratra system.  This much is
clear that Nara-Niriyana (themselves frequently
equated with Arjuna-Krsna) were closely linked to the
doctrine of the four Krsnaite manifestations which
thereupon seems to have superseded a Nara-Ndrayana
tradition.
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The tradition in which the cosmology of parvsa
Jiva, manas and akamkara was formulated in the terms
of Krspa Vasudeva and his family and certainly in.
volved a Krsna devotion, is described as Satvata and
Paificaratra. But the literal meaning of the term
“Five Nights” does not permit of interpretation in
this context. It is noteworthy that the Narayaniya
itself seems to make an attempt to reinterpret the
term Pajicaratra. In the Narayapa litany 12.338.4
Narayana is called paficayajiia, fasical@lakariypate, paiica-
ratrika. This series of three epithets cach compounded
with pasica can best be interpreted as a unit and trans-
lated as follows: ‘‘(Homage to) Thee of the Five

Offerings, Lord of those who perform the Paficakila
ritual, Thee of the Pajicaritra.” Unless 1 am mis-
taken, this points at an interpretation of Paficaratra
as “The tradition which observes the Paficakala ritual.”
An cxplicit reference 1o this pasicakdla ritnal is to be
feund in a previous chapter of the Narayaniya 12 336.51:
tair istels paiicakalajiiatr karir ekantibkir parail; |
bhaktyd paramayd yuktuir manovikkarmabhes tadé ||
If my suggestion that paficaratra is here connected with
paficakala is correct, we still have to regard it asa
reinterpretation of the word, for padcardtra “ a span of
five nights (and five days)” cannot really signify
“five times™ as a name of a rituat that took place five
times a day,
The only other explicit reference to Paficaritra in
the Mahabharata is not very helpful. Here (12.218.
11-12) in a very carly layer of the Moksadharma ( but
probably interpolated) the thinker Paiicasikha is thus
described :
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baiicasrotasi nisnatal paiicaratravisdradal |

baiicajiialt padicakyt paiicagunal pasicasithaly smriak I
‘The Stoka is obviously inspired by the name of this
thinker. Ie was an early Samkhya philosopher in
whose doctrine there is no association with Vaispava-
Krsnaite Paficaritra.

A critical survey, then, of the cpical cvidence for
the term Paficardtra docs not produce a solution for
the problem of the original meaning of the word.
Thercfore, there is perhaps some merit in approaching
the question from an cntirely different direction.
Could the case be made that in Paficaratra we have
a specialized use of a term that originally had a2 wider
and more general use ?

The juxtaposition of Paficaritra with traditions
like Samkhya, Yoga and Pasupata,® thc references to
the esoteric nature of the doctrine, and the intimations
of the ascetic life of its followers suggest that the
Paficaritra way of life was typically that of seekers of
wisdom and calightenment whose beliefs and practices
were not necessarily part of Vedic ritualist sacerdotal-
ism, but who were wandering sages, and recluses,
and pilgrims.  Like so many of those mumuksus who
from the sixth century B.C. (and doubtless before)
went about teaching or settled down in semi-retirement
from active life in a life of contemplation, the Pafica-
ritrikas tos, whose doctrine later on remains linked
with the innovators rather than with conservative
ritualists, may have been part of the same movement
that in the first millenium B.C. largely reformed the
ancient dryan tradition. These sages were not neces-

sarily organized in definite groupings, although the
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very fact of the early appearance of orders in Buddhism
and Jainism must indicate that many of them observed
similar or comparable regulations and vows which
could become the basis of monastic life-rules. Among
the commonest of these vows were self-chosen home-
lessness and its corollary, religious mendicancy. On
the practice of these vows, however, nature imposed
certain limitations.  Surely the rainy months always
forced the homeless wanderer to seek a temporary
retreat in a village, and the normalization of this in
carly Buddhism, which led to the Vihira system, must
reflect a generally observed practice.

These observations may provide an approach to
the explanation of the name pafcardtra. Non-
doctrinaire literature knows of Paficaratrikas without
any apparent creedal affiliation. Thus for example,
the oldest extant Sanskrit version of the Brkatkatha,
contained in Budhasvamin’s Brhatkathaslokasangraha,
describes a certain grhastha as a Paificaritrika who
leda n ‘ascetic’ life.?*® This grkastha, which in this text
generally means waifya, in the present case, specially
a prosperous farmer, gives up his old life in quest of
salvation. His complete lack of allegiance to any
school is brought out with humorous emphasis. The
farmer reviews the practice of pilgrimage to Avimukta
and Benares, the philosophy of Vedanta and the
doctrine of the Buddha, and finally decides himself in
favour of the Jast “for the doctrine of thc Buddha has
a reputation for efficiency.”?

It is clear from the context that the Paficaritrika
is not distinguished by any particular faith or creed,
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but by a more or less ascetic life-rule.  And elsewhere
the same text tells us precisely what kind of life.rule is
expressed in the term paiiceratra.  The setting is a
conversation between a disguised PaSupata and a young
brahmin fricnd. He remarks to his friend that his
affection has caused him to stay several months at
Rajagrha and that he is now obliged to depart.  For
even householders have to obey certain observances for
their own good, let alonc the scckers after the highest
good ; whereupon he observes :2°

elaratram rvased grdme paficardtram munih frure |

iti pravrdjitacaram etam veda bhaodn iti |

¢“The hermit should live one night in a village for
every five nights that he stays in town ; you know that
this is the life-rule for those who have Ieft their homes
as pravrdjakas.”

This rule clearly does not apply to Padupatas
alone. It is far more likely that it is inspired by the
hoary practice of homeless wandersers to retreat during
the two rainy months and to go abroad during the
remaining ten. Towns rather than villages were the
scene of their preaching and mendicancy, but the
villages were their retreats  Quite consistently with
the grhastha pasicarétrika who became a ‘Buddhist’
pilgrim, this Padupata too thereupon departs on an
cxtensive pilgrimage. The context shows also that one
need not leave town every five nights, yet the five-
nights were made characteristic of a whole way of life.

A paitcaratrike in this very large seuse is thercfore
an itinerant religious recluse, who follows the TFive-
Nights rule regardless of doctrinal allegiance.  With
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the growing systematization of doctrine which identi-
fied certain wandering saints ever more precisely with
definite schools and traditions, Paficaritrika became
specialized in its meaning and was mostly, though not
invariably, associated with the Vaisnava tradition since
known by that name.  Paficaratra, from which paiica-
ratrika or pacaratrika was formed, was reanalysed from
the name: a paiicardtrika was a pacaratranusdrin, and
Paiicaritra became the reinterpreted name of the
tradition he followed.

This explanation of the name seems on the whole
somewhat more plausible than that which postulates a
relation with the paficaratram sattram mentioned in the
Satapatha Brahmana. Paficaritra as a system allied
itself from the beginning more with popular devotional
religion—bhakti is repeatedly mentioned in the same
contexts of the epic-—, than with the brihmanaic
ritualism that was obviously losing its hold.

3. PANCARATRAIN THE BRAHMASUTRAS: Accord-
ing to the commentatorial tradition the concluding
siitras of the Tarkapida 2.2 of the Brahmasiitras deal
with the doctrine of Paficaritra. The sitras con-
cerned are extraordinarily cryptic, and without a
firm tradition to that eflect one could hardly make out
that its orthodoxy is at stake in siitras 42-45. The
four siitras read : utpattyasambhavat ; na ca kartuh karanam
vijiidnadibhave va tadapratisedhal: ; vipratisedhac ca.

According to Sankara, who interprets the lines as
a condemnation of the system, the point at issue is the
relationship in the Paficaritra doctrine between purusa
~SupremeBrahman, the jiva (Samiarsaya)=soul, and the
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manas (Pradyumna). This view is accepted alike by
Bhaskara, Yamuna (who also adds alternative interpre-
tations) and Raminuja. In Sankara’s and Bhaskara’s
view the four siitras enumerate arguments against
Paiicaritra, according to the others the first two contain
the piirvapaksa, the latter two the siddhanta.

However unsatisfactory in most cases a prima-facie-
translation of single Brahmasiitras must be, it may be
useful to make some attempt to discover how the
Author (or as some maintain the interpolators of the
Tarkapada) viewed the Paficaritra. If indeed the
Pajicaritra is at issue in 2,2.42.45 (and this we must
take on faith), some primary observations can be made.
In all previous cases the traditions discussed are
condemned. Secondly, the Brahmasitras are not con-
cerned with saving any particular tradition, e.g., Pafica-
ritra from outside attack; their concern is to defend
the aupanisada tradition against rival traditions whose
views are in conflict with it and which can be shown
to be unscriptural.

Therefore, if we find, after the refutation of
several heretic traditions, an adhikarayas devoted to
Paficaritra, our first assumption is that the Author has
something to refute in it.  But against this, it may be
argued that the Author was himself in favour of
Paificaritra and wished to conclude his argumentations
of the Tarkapada on a positive note, asserting by way
of siddhdnta the orthodoxy of this tradition. On the
basis of the sitras themsclves neither of the two
assumptions can be proved.

One more argument can be made. The fact that
Bhiskara’s commentary on the sitras follow that of

3
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Sankara very closely while the aupidhikavéda philos-
opher lets no opportunity pass to attack his advaitin
adversary when a controversial point is at issue has led
INGALLs to conclude that both Bhaskara and Sankara
virtually copy a pre-existing bhdsya by a Proto-
commentator since Bhaskara cannot be expected to
copy his arch-antagonist.”® Following this line of
argument the hypothetical proto-commentator must
have rejected the authority ot Paficaritra and explained
the siitras concerned as containing a condemnation of
the system, because both Sankara and Bhaskara explain
them thus. Even if IncALLs’ hypothesis is right, this
does not bring us much nearer to an understanding of
the true sense of the siitras. Moreover, the hypothesis
is unconvincing; although there are indications that
there existed a traditional explanation of the sitras
(the principal argument for which is the firmness of
the tradition concerning (the upanisad passages
explained in the sutras), there may have been several
and they may have been minimal. Considering the
extreme paucity of surviving comments from before
Sankara, on which T have enlarged elsewhere, I find it
easier to believe in orally transmitted school traditions,
which might differ from place to place, than in a fixed
text available to both Sankara and Bhaskara
On the whole one is inclined a priori to expect
that the Brahmasitras include a discussion of the
Paiicaritra in order to refute that part of the doctrine
that the Author considers unscriptural.  Whether the
Author, or as the case may be, the interpolator was
correct in his condemnation is another matter.
The first of the four controversial siitras reads
utpattyasamnbhavat. This must be the ketu to an implied
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proposition, on which all commentators—Sankara,
Bhiskara, Yimuna and Riminuja—agree: ‘‘[This
tradition is unscriptural (like the preceding ones)],
because of the impossibility of origination.” The only
cntity of which it can be said in this context that it
cannot originate is the soul.

The second sitra is clear enough: na ca kartul
karapam. Considering the previous siitra where the
origination of the soul was in question, it is clear that
here too we must supply a word like ulpadyate: “And
the instrument does not originate from the agent.”

The difficulty lics mainly in the third satra:
vijidnadibhave v@ tadspratisedhah  The genitive to be
supplied is to be supplied from the previous sitras; it
is either “‘(soul) or karapa, or both. The commenta-
tors take the last possibility, treating soul and karena
in Paiicaritric terms as gyiihas which in turn imply the
other two. The translation then would be: “Or in
case [the four vydhas are taken) in the sense of
vijfianadi, there is non-rejection of that.”  For bhdve
“in the sense of...” one may also render “if they
are...””. All commentators allow that za introduces a
new argument; for Sankara and Bhaskara this is
a different characterization of the yyiihas, not as entitics
in cause-effect relationships but as personifications of
the divine properties of God, for Yamuna and
Riaminuja the new argument is 2 refutation of the
previous objection. The latter two do not take
vijiignadi to refer to the divine properties. Yimuna
suggests no less than three differcnt explanations: as
dvandva: ‘“knowledge as well as beginning,” ie., a
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description of the sﬁpreme brahman; as a tat-purusa:
“the beginning of knowledge,” in which case the gen-
itive to be supplied to vifidnddibhave is asya paricardtra-
gamasya: ‘‘since Paficardtra is the source of true
knowledge”; and finally is a dakuvrili with the same
supplement of aSya pasicardiragamaspa: *since Pafica-
ritra has its origin in the true knowledge of God.”” Of
these explanations Ramdnuja retains the first one

If we may accept that the supplied genitive is
indeed fesam yyiihanam, the explanation of vijfiénads :
“The divine properties of knowledge, etc.”” would seem
not only hermeneutically the most obvious one (... adi-
in the expected sense), but also contextually the most
relevant. Then the problem shifts to tadapratisedhali :
non-rejection of what? Either of the impossibility of
the origination of the sou}, or of the impossibility of
the origination of instrument from agent, if we stickto
what the sitras themselves have supplied. What
happens if Samkarsana is not taken as jivs, nor
Pradyumna as manas, literally, but as aspects of the
deity which each represent certain divine properties?
These aspects are all equally God, and cause-effect
relationships simply do not obtain. If this is indeed
the correct interpretation—and Sankara’s and
Bhaskara’s contrary ones are far-fetched—, this would
in effect mean that the Author reverses himself.

The discussion closes with a last argument in Aefu
form wipratisedhdc ca “and because of conflict,” which
is such a general ground that it can be interpreted any
way, depending on how one interprets the previous
sitra,  Brief and gencral though it is, the siitra offers
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a problem of its own: ca. The commentators in
general ignore the syntactical patterns of the sitras
and, as here, treat helusin the ablative and proposi-
tions like na ca kartuh karanam as being on the same
level, with no apparent reason for the difference of
syntactic\al formulation. But what does ¢z join?
According to Sankara’s and Bhiskara’s explication the
hetu vipratisedhat with both the ketu utpatl) assmbhavit-and
the hetu analysed from na ca karluh karapam, according
to Yamuna and Ramanuja »ipratisedhat with the helu
analysed from vijiianadibhdve ¥ tada pratisedhah. Perhaps
it is possible to link directly utpattyasambhavat....
vipratisedhdcca. These two helus are interrupted by a
parenthetical discussion na ca kartufs Karaniam, vijianadi-
bhave va tadapratisedhah.  This is a kind of construction
well represented in philosophical style of which this
siitra style is a severe abbreviation. A possible inter-
pretation then wouldbe: .. because of impossibility of
origination (also the instrument does not derive from
the agent ; or, if these entities are taken in the sense of
knowledge, etc., we neednot reject this part of the
doctrine), and because of conflict.” Under this inter-
pretation the final conclusion would be against

Paiicaratra.

It is obvious that the above attempt at a philologi-
cal interpretation must remain inconclusive. It may,
however, have its use by showing how completely
dependent we are on the commentators, and how
campletely absent our criteria are to judge between one
and the other. I am not without hope that a com-
prehensive study of the style and syntax of the siitra
collections eventuwally may provide criteria of judg-
ment ; in the abscnce of such a study we must for the
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time being resign ourselves to the fact that we cannot
utilizc the Brahmasiitras in specific detail for the
history of Vedinta and of Indian Philosophy generally,
because we cannot independently make sense of them.

4. SANKARA AND BuAsKARA ON PANCARATRA

Hereunder, I add new translations from the
commentarics on  the wlpaltyasambkavadkilarana by
Sankara and Bhiskara which are our earliest evidence
of the attitude which at least one tradition in Vedinta
took to the orthodoxy of Paiicaritra. As both philos-
ophers point out, it is not the general orthodoxy of
Paiicariitra asa system of religious practice which is at
issue, but the orthodoxy, or conformity of specific
points or theological doctrine. Somewhat in contradic-
tion with this view of the matter is the interpretation
by both commentators of the last siitras which clearly
implies that Paficaritra is non-Vedic in orientation;
but neither thinker gives much weight to this point,
though it must be noted that for Yamuna this was the
fundamental ob jection raised against Paficaratra.

1. SANKARA, BRAHMASUTRADHASYA (2.2.42-45)
ulpattyasarnbhavat (2.2.42)

The views of those who maintain that the operator
is not the material cause, that the Lord is only the
operative cause, have now been refuted. Presently the
view of those who hold that the Lord is the cause in
both ways, material as well as operative, is confuted.

OgjecTioN.  But in previous sitras,* it has been
decided on scriptural authority that the Lord is in fact
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both operative and material causc.  Why then should
the Author now wish to refute this point?

Repry. Even though a certain partof a doctrine
may not be open to disagreement, because it conforms
and holds the same view, neverthcless other elements
of doctrine may give rise to disagreement; and it is
with this point in view that the Author now cmbarks
on his refutation.

The Bhagavatas maintain concerning the question
the following doctrine: the venerable Lord, the unique
Visudeva, whose essence is unaffected knowledge, is
the supreme reality. He exists in four forms, into
which He has divided Himself, as Visudeva,
Sarnkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, Visudeva is
called the Supreme Soul, Samkarsana the individual
soul, Pradyumna the mind, Aniruddha the ego-factor.
Visudeva is the supreme cause, Samkarsana and the
others are effects. When one has worshipped this
Supreme God for a hundred years with the rites of
preparing the way, preparing the gifts, offcring them,
and studying, and when all one’s sins have been
cleansed, one will attain to the venerable Lord.

That part of the doctrine which states that
Nirayana, who is well-known to be transcendent over
the avyakta, who is the Supreme Soul and the soul of
the Universe, divides himself into more than one being
and exists in this condition, is not rejected; for it is
found from such texts as “‘He exists as One, he becomes
three, etc.,” thatthe Supreme Soul exists in a plurality
of forms. Nor is it denied that propitiation of this
venerable Lord with rites of preparing the way, etc. is
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to be constantly observed with exclusive concentration,
for religious devotions to the Lord arc quite well-known
in both éruti and smrti. But as to the contention that
Samkarsana originates from Vasudeva and Pradyumna
from Samkarsana, and Aniruddha from Pradyumna,
we maintain that this origination of the individual
soul, called Samkarsana, from the Supreme Soul, called
Visudeva, is impossible, because it entails the defect of
non-eternality, For if the individualsoulhasan origin,
such defects as its non-eternality follow. Consequently,
its attainment of the Lord cannot mean salvation, for
if an effect returns to its cause it is completely merged
with it.  Also, the Author denies the origin of the
individual soul in the siitra: “‘Not the soul, because there
is no $ruti to that effect, and because, ils eternality follows
Srom the $rutis.® Therefore, the assumption is not con-
sistcnt with the truth,

na ca kartufs karanam—43,

Besides the assumption is inconsistent, because
experience shows that an instrument, e.g., an axe, does
not originate from an agent, e.g., Devadatta. The
Bhigavatas however maintain that the instrument, sc.
the mind called Pradyumna, originates for the agent,
sc. the soul called Samkarsana. Out of this mind,
itself born of the soul, the ego-factor called Aniruddha
originates. Without an example we cannot ascertain
that such is indeed the case; nor do we find a $ruti
ta this effect.
vijilanadibhave va tadaprotisedhafi—44.

Or else it may be that these three beings Samkar-
sana, etc. are not really meant to be identical with
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soul, etc. But then what are they? They are all to be
accepted as Gods who possess the divine properties of
knowledge, sovereignty, power, strength, heroism and
splendour. They areall Vasudevas, defectless, cause-
less, immaculate.  Consequently the afore-mentioned
defect, namely, the impossibility of origination does not
obtain.

RerLy. Even so, there is no refutation of it, that
is to say, non-refutation of the impossibility of origina-
tion still obtains; that means that thc same defect, sc.
impossibility of origination, obtains in a different
manner. How? First, if the meaning is this that these
four, Visudeva, etc,, are mutually distinct and are all
four co-equal Gods, and that they are not identical in
essence, then the assumption of a plurality of Gods is
senseless, because the functions of God can be
accounted for by one single God.  Also this violates
their own doctrine, because they hold that only the
venerable Lord Vasudeva, is the supreme reality.
Secondly, if the meaning is this that these four are the
co-equal divisions of this one venerable Lord, still the
impossibility of origination obtains under this condi-
tion. For Samkarsana, cannot originate from Visudeva,
nor Pradyumna from Samkarsana, nor Aniruddha from
Pradyumna, because no one exceeds any other one.
For it is necessary that the cause exceeds the effect, as
in the casc of the clay and thc pot; for without such
excession, the effect can be regarded as the cause.

And those who follow the Paiicaratra doctrine do not
accept any difference in dcgree of the properties of
knowledge, sovereignty, etc. between anyone of the

four divisions, or between all four of them, for they
D
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hold that all the divisions are Vasudevas, without any
differentiation. Nor are the divisions ofthe venerable
Lord limited to four, since we find that all things in
the Universe, from Brahmia to a blade of grass, are
divisions of the venerable Lord.

vipratisedhc ca—45.

A variety of conflicts are observed in this system,
like, for example, the assumption that property is
substance: for we find that knowledge, sovereignty,
power, strength, heroism and splendour are properties,
yet they themselves are all Lord Vasudevas. Also
there is conflict with the Veda. For we find that the
Veda is being censored in statements like this: “Failing
{o find the supreme good in the four Vedas, Sandilya learnt
this system.”  Therefore, it is established that the
Paficardtra theory does not conform.

2. BHASRARA, SARTRARKAMIMAMSABHASYA, 2.2.42-45.%
ubpaltyasarnbhavat—2.2.42

Now the doctrine of Paficaritra is examined. The
objection is raised that there is no justification for
doubting® its validity, because it does not militate
against revelation Why? They maintain that
Visudeva is the material as well as the operative cause
of the Universe; and a discipline of ritual acts is the
means of attaining Him. It is taught that when one
has propitiated the venerable Lord Vasudeva with
ritual disciplines like preparing the way,* preparing
the gifts, the offering of them, and studying, one will
attain to Him. All this is quite weli-known from
revelation too. Therefore, we find nothing in it that
is to be condemned.
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RepLy. Theritual acts, characterised as worship,
meditation and contemplation of the God, as well as
the knowledge concerning such acts,* are considered
valid. However, if some part¥ is found among
acceptable elements that is in conflict, that part must
be rejected.

According to the doctrine of the Bhigavatas
Vasudeva is the Supreme Material Cause, and the
Supreme Soul. From him the individual soul called
Samkarsana originates, from Samkarsana the mind
called Pradyumna,*® and from him the ego-factor called
Aniruddha, Against this view this siitra is Jaid down:
“because of the impossibility of the origination of the
individual soul from the Supreme Soul Visudeva.’
Why this impossibility? Because this entails the defects
of non-eternality,* etc. In the absence® of beings
which are involved in heaven, hell, or release, the
authority of the Veda is vitiated, and the ordinary
practice of the world is brought to astand-still. There-
fore this assumption is unjustified.
na ca kartuli karanam—43.

Itis also unproven that the mind called Pradyumna,
which is the inner organ, originates from the agent,
namely, Samkarsana the individual soul. For the axe
docs not originate from Dcvadatta.
wijrianadibhace vd tadapratisedhah—44.

The particle va in the sense of indicating an alter-
native meaning. All these beings are indeed Lord
Viasudevas and as such without cause and defectless,
possessed of the divine properties of knowledge,
sovereignty, power, strength, heroism and splendour.
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The reply to this is ds follows: even if these are
knowledge, etc., this docs not invalidate the argument,
that is to say, there would not be refutation of the
defect of impossibility of origination :*' the same defect
obtains. If all four are equal, there is impossibility of
origination because no one exceeds the others; or if
they are unequal, the impossibility mentioned above
obtains nonetheless.

vipratisedkdc ca*? —45.

In stating tbat the mind is called Pradyumna and
tbat Aniruddha is the ego-factor, it is stated that they
are instrument and ego-factor respectively. Thus the
postulation that they are all souls in the above assertion
“all these souls....” is self contradictory. And there is
conflict with 4ruti: ¢Failing to find the way to the
supreme good in the four Vedas,* Sandilya composed
this system.””

5. RAMANUJA ON PANCARATRA

In view of his predecessor Yamuna’s concern with
Pajicaritra, the reticence of the illustrious Vaispava
philosopher Raminuja about the same system is some-
what puzzling. Except for his commentary on the
utpaltyasambhavadhikarana, in which he follows Yamuna,
Ramanuja remains wholly silent about the elements
both of doctrine and of religious practice of Paicaratra.
Elsewhere, I have suggested'* that Raminuja was
motivated by a desire to reach all Vedantins and did
not wish to limit his appeal, which he based on sruti
and universally recognized smrtis, by emphasizing his
allegiance to any particular school and by quoting as
decisive authority, sactarian texts that others would
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refuse to accept. Also the cosmogonical doctrine in
which most of the philosophic superstructure of
Paficaritra. consists was of no immediate concern to
Rimanu ja’s ontological preoccupations, Still it remains
curious that even in his introduction to\lhe Gitébhasya,
where Riminuja enlarges upon the manifestations of
God in their different gradations, no room whatever is
given to even a passing mention of, for example, the
Vyithas. Rarely, moreover, will one find him use the
appellation Visudeva. When it occurs in the texts, he
comments upan, it is translated into Narayana, which
is his favourite name for God.

Therefore it may be useful to include here the full
translation of Riminuja's commentary on the ulpatt)a-
sarnbhavadhikarana, both for its own sake and for its
relationship to Yamuna’s discourse. In the numbering
of the Sribhdsya this adhikarana comprises Brahma-
sitras, 2.2.39-42.
uf pattyasarnbhaval—39.

Another doubt that may arise, viz., that the
Paficaratra system—which being promulgated by the
Venerable Lord Himself actually sets forth the means
of attaining the summum bonum—has also no authority
becausc it would be in the same class with Samkhya
and other systems, is presently disposed of.

With regard to this systein the objection is raised :
The individual soul, Samkarsana by name, originates
from Visudeva, who stands for the Supreme Brahman,
the ultimate cause. From Samkarsana orginates the
manas called Pradyumna. From that again originates
the subjectifying organ called Aniruddha: Thus is, as
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is well-known, the doctrine of the Bhdgavatas. So it is
held that the individual soul has an origin; but this is
contrary to the éruti: for the $rutis maintain that the
soul has no beginning: ¢ The intelligent being is not born
nor does it die.”™*s

na ca kartuh karopom—40.

“From Samkarsana originates the manas called
Pradyumna’ means that the instrument manas has its
origin in the agent soul- which is impossible because
the Sruti declares that the manas, too, has its origin in
none but the Supreme Brahman: ¢ From Him spring
breath, mind and all senses.’’*® Consequently, this system
is also denied authority since its teachings are in
conflict with the Sruti.

At this point we propound :
vijiianadibhave v tadapratisedhah—41.

With va this view is exchanged for the opposite
one. Vijianadi, i.e., vijiiana ‘‘knowledge” as well as
adi—*“beginning ”—refers to tbe Supreme Brahman.
Where Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha are of
the Supreme Brahman’s being, the doctrine which
declares this very fact cannot be denied authority. In
other words : that the origination of the soul is
promulgated in contradiction with the $ruti is an
objection raised by pcople who do not really know the
doctrine of the Bkagavatas. Actually this doctrine is
that the Supreme Brahman—called Visudeva—, moved
by affection for those who take refuge in Him, exists
Himself and by His own will in a quadruple form in
order to serve as a refuge for His votaries. So in
Pauskarasamhita: “Agama is that in which the Brahkmins




INTRODUCTION 31

who adhere to the iradition make a duly of tworshipping the
qualernity under its different names’ ctc. That this
“worship of the quaternity’ is the worship of the
Supreme Brahman under the name of Vasudeva is
declared in the Sitvatasamhita: * Tke great upanisada
of Brakman is the most important $@sira as it imparts discri-
mination to the Brahmins who worship the real Brahman
under Vasudeva's name.*” This Supreme Brahman called
Vasudeva, whose personality is constituted by the six
qualities in full mcasure, the votaries will attain when
they have worshipped Him through acts following on
knowledge, and cach will attain Him in proportion
that he is qualified: in His subtle form, or as Vytha,
or as Vibhava, in which He is differentiated Through
worship of the Vibhava he will attain the Vyiha, and
through wership of the Vyiha he will attain the
Supreme Brahman in His Subtle form in which He is
called Visudeva, This is their view. Vibhava is
defined as the sum-total of the manifestations Rima,
Krsna, etc. ; the Vyiha has the four forms of Visudeva,
Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha; the Subtle is
the Supreme Brahman called Visudeva whose person-
ality is constituted by the six qualities alone. So in
Pauskarasamhita: “ That ¢dstra by means of which one
attains the Supreme Brakman called Vasudeva completely
through acts following on knowledge,” etc.

Therefore, Samkarsana, etc. also constitute the
voluutarily assumed personality of the Supreme
Brahman who, according to the §ruti, ** is dorn in many
ways without being born :>*** so, since it is declared that
Brahman has births in the form of voluntary assump.
tions of individuality occasioned by His affection for
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His votaries, the §3stra that declared the same cannot
therefore be denied authority. Samkarsana, Pra-
dyumna and Aniruddha are in that system, the oper-
ators of the categories of soul, manas and subjectifying
organ, so that there is no contradiction if they are
denoted by the words for soul, etc,, just as Brahman is
denoted by the words space, etc.

vipratisedhac ca-—42.

Besides, in that very system the origination of the
soul is emphatically denied: asin Pauskarasaiphita :
“The nature of prakrti is declared to be non-spiritual,
subservient to the other, eternal, ever-developing, governed by
the three gunas, the field of experience for beings subject to
karman.  The conjunction of prakyti and purusa takes place
through pervasion, for the purusa isdetermined as being in
reality without beginning or end’’ Therefore, since all
the Samhitas declare thus that the soul is eternal, the
originatien of the proper form of the soul is denied in
the Paiicaritra system. It will be said later on, in the
slitra n@tma Srutely,* why in Vedic and profane usage
the soul is said to be born, to die, etc.

To ‘conclude: the very doctrine denies the origin-
ation of the soul, so that the objection that it is not
authoritative, since it holds that the soul orjginates is
absolutely rejected.

Then there is the outcry of some who think that
since Sandilyastudied the Paficaratra doctrine because
he could not find a proper basis in Vedas and auxiliary
sciences, and that this signifies that no proper basis for
man’s ends in life is found in Vedas and auxiliary
sciences, it follows that the tantra is incompatible with
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the Vedas. But this is obviously no more than a parti.
pris of people who have not the faintest idea about the
purport of the Veda and not the slightest consideration
for all the canons which corroborate the Veda. For
example, in the text: < Morning afler morning those tefl
lies who offer the Agniltra before sunrise,”* the censure
.. with which the oblation before sunrise meets serves to
exalt the merit of the oblation after sunrise. Or, for
example, in the opening text of the so.called bkiimavidya
Nirada begins : “ My Lord, 1 havestudied the Rgveda,
the VYajurveda, the Simaveda, and fourthly, the
Atharvan, and fifthly, epic and purana,”’® continues to
sum up all the branches of knowledge and concludes:
¢ but, My Lord, here I am knowing thc mantras but
not the soul.” That he thus declares to have found no
knowledge of the soul in all the branches of knowledge
except the bkiimavidyd@ means that he exalts the value of
the bhitmavidyd, which he is about to set forth—or else,
the contention of this Narada is occasioned by the fact
that he was unable to find out the Supreme Reality
that is set forth in Vedas and auxiliaries. Similarly
Sandilya’s contention, as may be gathered from his
exposition later on of the Supreme Reality Brahman
called Vasudeva, who is tobe known from the Vedinta.
So it is said in the Paramasamhita that in view of the
difficulty of understanding the meaning of the Veda,
the é&stra has commenced in order to facilitate this
understanding: * My Lord, I have studied in great detqil
all the Vedas with the auxiliary and subsidiary sciences, and
I have listened to the auxiliaries together withthe disputations,
But nowkere in all those texts have I found beyond all doupt
the voad to bliss by whick the end is attained,” and « sh,
E
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Lord Hari, who knows, has taken the essence from the
Vedanta and summarized it in an easy form to show His
mercy to His devotees.”

Therefore, it is beyond reproach that the Lord
Visudeva who is identical with the Supreme Brahman
and who is known from the Vedinta—absolutely
opposed to all imperfection, solcly comprising perfec- -
tion and ocean of immeasurable perfect qualities like
infinite knowledge, bliss, etc. and whose every will is
realized—has gazed upon His devotees, distinguished
according to the system of the four stations and four
stages of life and conformably pursuing the four ends
of man’s life, dharma, artha, kima and moksa; and
shoreless sea of compassion, clemency, and affection,
He considered that the Vedas which teach true know-
ledge of His proper form, His supernal manifestation,
the means of His propitiation and the fruit thereof,
were difficult to grasp for all gods and men different
from Himself, as they are divided in Rg, Yajuh Saman
and Atharvan, with numberless branches and consist-
ing in injunction exegesis and formula, and therefore
He Himself composed the Paiicaratra §astra to teach
the true purport of the Vedas. ,

Moreover, if others interpret the four Lessons of
the Sitras in such a way that they deny the authority
of an incompatible component part, this intecpretation
runs counter to the very letter of the Siitras and to the
intention of the Author of the Sitras. Forthe Author
of the Sitras, after having promulgated the Sitras that
set forth the canons of Vedinta, composed in support
of the Veda the hundred thousand $lokas of the



INTRODUCTION 35

Bhiratasamhitd, in the ji@nakanda of which, the
Moksadharma, he declared: I hen a householder or an
initialed, or a hermit, or a wandering mendicant wants to
attain the final aim, whick deity is he io worship then 2 and
soon and proceeds to propound the doctrine of the
paiicardtra §dstra in a long disquisition: “T ks has been
extracied from the Bharata epic in its full length of one
hundred thousand slokas afler it has been churned with the
stick of thought : like buller is exiracted from curds, and
curds from milk, the Brahmin from the bipeds, the Aranyaka
Jrom the Vedas, the Ainrta from the herbs® this Aahopa-
nisada which is consistent with the four Vedas and the
demonsirations of Samkfya and Yogais called the Porica-
ratra®  This is bliss, thisis Brahman, this is absolutely
salutary 3% Consistent with Rg, Yajuh and Saman and the
Atharvangirasas3®  This discipline will of a certainly be
authoritative* The words s@mkhya and joga above
denote jiidnayoga and karmayoga, compare ‘he
sarnkhyas through jiianayoga and the yogins through karma-
yoga.*® Turther in the Bhismaparvan: “Brakmanas,
ksatriyas, vai§yas and fidras as described are all to worship,
to serve and to honour Madkava according to the satvata ritual
that has been promulgated by Sankarsana.” Now, how
would it be possible that the foremost of Vedic scholars
Badarayana, who has said this Himself, would say that
the sitvata astra, which sets forth the ways of wor-
shipping and propitiating Vasudeva, the Supreme
Brabman, the One known from the Vedinta has
really no authority whatever ?
However, in texts like: “Are Samkhya, Yoga, Paiica-
vatra, Vedas and Pasupota all founded on the same principle
or have they different foundations,”” O Sage» and so on, it
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is said that Samkhya, etc. do also deserve our respect,
whereas they are refuted in the Sariraka. Hence it
would be the same with this system tos.—No, for in
the Mababharata the same argumentation is embodied
asin the Sariraka. The meaning of the question:
“dre they founded on the same principle or not™ is this: Do
Samkhya, Yoga, Pasupata, Vedas and Paficaratra set
forth the same fundamental or different ones? And if
they set forth one and the same fundamental, what is
it? But when they set forth different fundamentals,
their teachings are incompatible and since we have no
option in matters of reality, it follews that only one can
be admitted : what is that one?’ To this question he
replies: “Know what these different theories of knowledge
really are, O Royal Sage. The founder of Samkhya is
Kapila,”*! etc. and he declares that Samkhya, Yoga and
Pasupata have their origins in persons because they are
creations of Kapila, Hiranyagarbha and Pasupati;
then in “‘the teacher of the Vedas is held to be Avantara-
tapas,’® he states the impersonal origin of the Vedas,
and finally he says in “‘founder of the entire Paficaratra is
Narayapa Himself,”’ss that no one but Narayana has
promulgated the Paficardtra system. What the author
here intends to say is this: Inasmuch as the personal
systems hold mutually irreconcilable views on reality
nd maintain tenets that are incompatible with the
w.cality as we know it from the Veda without the
slightest possibility of such errors as inaccuracies, ctc.
since its origin is impersonal, they can hardly be deemed
, tocarry any authority on reality such as it is. And
Narayana, the Supreme Brahman, is the One known
from the Veda., Thercfore, we may accept the funda-
mentals of pradkina, purusa, pafupati, etc. as propounded
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by these various systems only in so far as they are
ensouled by Niriyana the Supreme Brahman, who
is the One known from the Veda. So hesays: “In
all these different systems of knowledge, eminent prince, we
see that according to tradition and logicthe sovereign Narayana
is the only basis:’®*i.e,, he who ponders over reality
yathagamam yathanyayam, sc. as propounded by these
different traditions and corroborated by arguments
sees clearly that Nariyana alone is the basis of all
reality. That is to say: as the fundamentals are not
declared in these systems to be ensouled by Brahman,
the one who, on the authority of &rutis “all this is verily
Brahman,s® “Narayana is all, etc.”’* realizes that every-
thing in fact is ensouled by Brahman, understands that
Nardyana alone is the basis.

Conscquently, considering that Nardyapa, the
Supreme Brahman, the One known from the Vedinta,
is Himself the founder of the entire Paificaratra, and
that this system sets forth His proper form and the
means of worshipping Him, it is evident that no one
can seriously maintain that this system is on a par with
the other systems. Hence, it is declared in thesame
epic: T hus it issaid that samkhyayoga and vediranyaka
—whick are mutually complementary—constitute the one
Paiicaratra :”*%"  samkhyayoga is ‘‘Samkhya and Yoga:”
veddranyaka “‘the Vedas and the Aranyakas” : these are
said to be mutually consistent and to constitute the one
Paiicardtra because they form a whole inasmuch as
they all propound one truth. In other words: the
Aranyakas accept the 25 fundamentals of the Simnkbya,
the discipline of yama, niyama, ctc. of the Yoga and
declare that these fundamentals arc cnsouled by
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Brahman, that this discipline is a form of worshipping
Brahman, and that the acts of the Vedas are propitia-
tions of Him, so that they hereby propound the proper
form of Brahman : it is precisely this that the Supreme
Brahman Narayapa Himself eclucidates in the Paifica-
ratra Tantra.  And what is rejected in the Sariraka is
not the fundamentals as such of the Samkhya, but the
tenet that they are not ensouled by Brahman; and
what is rejected of Yoga and Pagupatais not the dis-
cipline and Pagupati as such but the tenet that the Lord
is only the operative cause, the fallacious opinions on
major and minor fundamentals and certain unorthodox
practices. Therefore, the text: “Samkhya, Yoga, Pafica-
ratra, Vedas and Pasupata are all in essence authorilative and
are not to be invalidated by ar gumentations,”® which means
that their fundamentals as propounded in these systems
are to be accepted and the systems are not to be

anathematized in their entirety like the fundamental

doctrines of Jainism and Buddhism: for this is in

agreement with the statement that ““according to tradi-

tion and logic the sovereign Nardyaya is the only bosis.”®
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Yimuna'’s argument.
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12. 339, 33 fT.

tad (sc. $ariram of five elements) Geifati brakman na dripe
Laghucikramal |

ut panna eva bhavati fariram cestayan prabhult!l

na ving dhGtusamghatam fariran bhavati kvacit |

na ca jioa ving brahman vdyavaf cestayanty uta b

12. 339, 36.

12 339. 36; cf. 5. 67 : Samkarsay agrajap bhatanam,

created by Krspa; thus 12, 207, 10; 344. 16; 13. 159.

12.339.37 f.

. ¢f. 1.67: Pradyumna as incarnation of Sanatkumira; 10,

12, Sanatkumira is described as Krsnia’s son by Rukmini.
cf. 6. 65: Krsna creates himself as Pradyumna out of him-
self and evolves Aniruddha from Pradyumna; in 13. 159
Pradyumna is described as Krspa’s third form,
12. 339. 38.

. In the sense that the four vyGhas, or Vasudevaand the three

others constitute the ensouling principle of the gross body
(12. 339. 34 fL.), yet Vasudéva is the soul to Samkarsapa,
Pradyurona and Aniruddha; comparably the Paficatitra
theory of the subtle and gross creations.

cf. my ““Studies in Samkhya ITI: Sattva,” 7405 77.2 5 1957,

12. 334. 9.

12. 336. 27 fi,

12. 339 110 £

e.g., 12. 339, 111; 349. 64.

...parivrdt paiicaratrikah ; the edition is by the French scholar
Félix Lacore, Budhasvimin: Brhat-katha, (loke-
samgraks (Paris 1908-29). The same farmer complains
(ib 63);
dhyanadhydyapradhénam ca vikitam biiksukarma yat 1
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ib. 65-67.
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ib 22.220.

Danicl H. H Incauus, “Siunkara’s Arguments against the
Buddhists,” Philosophy Eastand West, 1114, 1954, p.292 T,
BeS. 1.4.230

BrS.2.3.17,

The only edition in existence (by Pt. V. P. Dviveor,
Chowkhamb3 Sanskrit Series 70; 185; 209 ; Benares 1915)
is very poor; the Amendationssuggested hereunder are
based on an examination of all extant MSS, collated for
a new edition which T have in preparation,

Read cintd for citrd

Read frutivirodhdbharat for frutir virodhabhara

Read abhigamano for adhigamano—,

Read karma jiidnam ca for karmaysianam ea.

Read ainfantaram for avdntaram.

Read Pradyumnasainyiays mano for Pradyumnal srjyamdne.

Read ‘nityateiidi- for nityatvadi..

Read ‘bhavad for bhavid

Read  ulpatiyasaspbhavad ojasy pratisedhah  for  utpaltya-
sambhavad dosals spapratisedhah.

Read tathdpy utpattyasembhavah pratipaditak | VIPRATI-
SEDAC CA for tathipy ulpaityaswnbhavah | pratipadita~
vipratisedhdc ca, and thus restorc the submerged siitra.

Read vedesu catursu; all MSS have eakara; all other authors
have avagatavan.

Ramanuja’s Vedarthasangraha (Poona 1956), Intr. ch. 3,
p. 36 M.

Kath Up. 2. 17.

Mund Up. 2. 1.3.

Satvat S. 2, 5.

Teitt.Ar, 3. 12,

BrS.2.3,17 (18).
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Ait, Br. 5.316, see translation nate 196.
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MBh. 12. 343, 11-13.
MBh. 12, 339.111-112,
MBh.'12, 335, 32.
MBh. 12 335. 40.
MBh. 12. 335, 44.
Bhg. 3. 3.

MBh. 6. 66. 39-40.
MBh. 12. 349. 8.1.
MBh 12. 349, 64-65.
MBh. 12.349. 66.
MBh. 12. 349. 68.

. MBh. 12, 349. 68-69.
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Mairhp 13.

MBh. 12.348.61.
not identified.
MBh 12. 349 69.
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Dedication to Visnu.
Introduction.

PArT OnE: THE MaJor OpposiTioN 3—52

““Paiicaratra Sastra is not a valid means of knowledge.’”

The validity of Paficaratra must depend on other
means of knowledge. It cannot depend on
Perception.

Nor on a supposed all-embracing divine Percep-
tion,

Ob jection. The scope of Perception depends on
the percipient; in a supreme pescipient supreme
Perception is possible.

Re futation. No Perccption can be suprcme, since
it is limited by its organ.

Objection. Even so, Perception as a whole could be
total.

Refutation. No, the finjte can never become
infinite. Thus there can be no all-embracing
perception and the validity of Paiicaratra,
dependent on such Perception, collapses.

Nor can its validity depend on Inference.

Nor on Scripture, whether explicitly found, or
proved to exist by Inference, Analogy or Circum-
stantial Implication.

Objection. The same reasoning applies to the
validity of any Smiti.

Refutation. No, sipce the validity of Smrti resides
in the fact that its injunctions are observed by
the same agent as observe the Vedic injunctions.
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These agents do not observe Paficaratra injunc-
tions, because those are condemned by exemplary
exponents of the three Estates.

Ok jection. But since the Bhagavatas are Brahmins,
this should validate Paficaratra.

Refutation. But they are not Brahmins.

Discussion of the caste rank of Bhigavatas and
Satvatas ; the evidence of Smrti.

Evidence of their customs and conduct.

Paficaritrais invalid, because it opposes the Veda
and is therefore heretical.

FirsT MiNorR COUNTER-OPPOSITION :
Tae Nalyavira ViEw 18-23

Paficaritra is independent of Veda, bothcorporal
of verbal statements being acceunts of the uni-
versal Perception of the same Personal God.

For the Veda too must have been composed by
a Personal Creator.

This Personal Creator has complete knowledge
of Dharma and Adharma.

For these are the means of world creation and
must therefore be completely known by the
world creator.

Proof for the existence of such a Creator is
furnished by the proved producedness of the
world.

The ritual acts of individual performers cannot
be ultimate causes of world creationand destruc-
tion. The existence of a divine Creator is
abundantly evidenced by Scripture and Tradi-
tion.
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ReruTaTion 24-32

There is no authority for such a creator of the
Veda either in Perception or in Inference, since
such an author woufd be motivated by bodily
existence and since, if Dharma were provable by
other means of knowledge, there would be no
purpose for the authority of the Veda.

The argument that someone must know Dharma
because someone has created the world is fallaci-
ous, since there is no scope for a world creator.

Nor does a crcator need to know the means for
his creations.

Nor can it be proved that the world as a whole
is produced.

If it were produced, the producer could not be
God.

The God of reason is a person with personal
defects.

He could mot operate independently of his
personal karman, which renders him superfluous.

No author ofthe Veda is remembcred.
The preterpersonal virtue of the Veda,

Counclusion. Since there can be no divine author
of the Paficaritra, it must have been composed
by someone in order to deceive.

Oljjection. God need not be proved by Inference.
He is proved by Scripture.

Scriptural testimony is informative of fact as
well as of kirya, and Vedic statements on God
therefore have full authority.
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Secoxp Minor Counter OPPOSITION:
THE PRABHARARA VIEW 36-41

Only injunctive Vedic statements are denotative,

Factual statements are denotative only if con-
nected with injunctions.

Generally denotation belongs to words in so far
as they are connected in an injunctive sentence.

Otherwise indicative statements with injunctive
sense are impossible.

Thus the Upanisads are informative only in so
far as they are construed as subordinateto an
injunction, which even then does not prove the
existence of its content.

Consequently Scripture cannot prove the exist.
ence of God.

Continuation of the Bhatta opposition. Even if
God existed, he could not be omniscient, since all
knowledge derives from sense perception. -

The omniscient Gods claimed by different sects
cancel one another,

Objection. Vasudeva, the omniscient promulgator
of Paiicaritra, is proved by Scripture and must
therefore not be compared with the Gods of
other systems.

Scriptural statements concerning the omniscience
of Padupati are figurative.

Refutation. If Visudeva is indeed proved by
Scripture, the promulgator must either be a
deceiver or Visudeva in his role of illusionist.
Consequently Paiicaratra has no validity.

Paficaratra Tradition cannot be compared with
Manu’s Tradition, since that would make the
promulgator dependent.
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Paficaritra is traditionally known as a heresy.

And it is also heretical because of its unscriptural
doctrine that the soul has a beginning.

Paiicaritra cannot be eternal.

Arguments against the Pagupata and other such
Traditions apply equally to Paficaratra.

Final Conclusion: Paificaritra is not a valid means
of knowledge.

Part Two: MaJOR ARGUMENTATION 53-139,

SvrLvrocisM. ‘“Paficardtra is valid, because 1t produces
Saultless knowledge, like the Vedic Statements”.

54—55. The thesis is not disproved by Perception and

Inference.

56-57. It cannot be shown logically that Paiicaratra is

38.
59.
60.

outside the Veda.
The thesis is not dispreved by the Veda.
The ground of the syllogism is not defective.

It cannot be shown that Paficaritra as language
statement is defective because it derives from
a person.

61—62. Nor can the Prabhakara view be admitted that

63.

64,

65,

G6.

all non-injunctive statements are non-denotative.

The Pribhakara view should be restated as
‘‘denotation of connected meanings generally.”

Karya is but one of several factors which decide
denotation,

Kairya statements can only be understood if the
words canstituting them are already known.,

1t is inadmissible to assume diff'erent denoting
powers for diflerent kinds of statements.
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67. . Itcannotbeshown that a Kirya statement proves

that Karya itself is instrumental in bringing
about the fruit.

68-69. Not Karya but heaven is the Sadhya.

70.
71

72

73.

74.

75.

76.
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78.

79.
80.
8l.

82.
83.

Objection. A fruit is not essential to a Karya.
Refutation. It must be, or all acts are fruitless.
Conclusion: Factual statements can produce
knowledge of their contents.

Objection. But this knowledge arises from
Inference, not from the verbal statement itself.
Refutation. No, since a word naturally com-
municates its meaning.

General Conclusion : Thesubstantivestatements of
the Upanisads concerning God are authoritative.
The fact that the content of a statement may be
kuown through other means of knowledge does
not render this statement non-authoritative.
Omniscience is not acquired through the senses.

The scriptural statements to this effect cannot be
disproved.

The view that stat ts are only d ive
if they prompt to action is incorrect.

The person celebrated in the Upanisads is Visqu.
It is not stated that this Person is Siva.

Visnu’s supremacg and consequently the
acceptability of His composition, are not
sectarian assertions but are proved by orthodox
scriptures.

The necessity of Paficaritra.

The same cannot be proved of other Tantras.
The Kipilika and Kilamukha doctrines are
heretical.
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84-85. The Pasupata and Saiva doctrines are in part

86.

87.

88.

89,

heretical.

These doctrines have been 1;n'omulgzxtml by Siva
in order to deceive the world,

Since the other Tantras are not based on
Scripture they cannot compare with Paficardtra.

Even il Paficaritra is based on Scripture this
does not mean that its author was not
independent,

Paiicaritra is a digest of the Vedic tradition,

90-91. Paiicardtra does not censure the Veda.

92.

93.

94.

The fact that Paficaritra enjoins additional
sacraments does not render it non-Vedic.

The fact that Paficaratra is not included among
the fourteen sciences does not render it non-
authoritative.

Badarayana-Dvaipayana does not reject Pafica-
ratra,

95-116. On the understanding of Brahmasitras,
2.2. ¢ .

95.

96.
97.
98.
99.

100.
101.
102.
103.

Against the condemning interpretation of BrS.
2.2.42.

OfBrS. 2.2.43.
OfBrS.2.2.44.
Of BrS. 2.2.45.
The correct interpretation of BrS. 2. 2. 42.
Of BrS. 2.2.43.
Of BrS. 2.2.44.
Of BrS. 2.2.45.
An alternative explanation of BrS. 2.2.44.
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Of BrS. 2. 2. 45.
An alternative explanation of BrS. 2.2.42,
OfBrS. 2.2.43.

107-116. On the optionality of Paficaritra and Veda.

107.
108.

103.

Second alternative for BrS. 2. 2. 44,

Objection. Paficaritra cannot be optional vis-a-
vis the Veda.

Refutation. It can, since it is based on the
independent perception of its author, God.

110-111. On self-validity and defectlessness.

112,
113.
114,

115.
116.

117.

118.

119.
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121,

122

123.

The defectlessness of Veda and Paficaritra.

On invalidation.

The living tradition of Visnu’s authorship of
Paficaritra.

Second alternative for BrS. 2.2. 45,

On Jaimini’s rule of the invalidity of statements
conflicting with the Veda.

The fact that Paiicaratra is ‘accepted’ by those
who are outside the Veda cannot render Padica-
ratra invalid. .

On the distinction between those qualified and
those unqualified for the Veda.

Paficaritra is accepted by the Vedic sages.
Bhigavatas are Brahmins.

On the distinction between Brahmin and non.
Brahmin.

The Bhigavatas have traditions of Brahminic
gotras.

Brabminhood allows of proof.
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Ob jection. None of the means of knowledge can
prove it,

Refutation. It can be proved by Perception.

126.127. On the supposed lowly origin of the

128.
129.
130.

131,

132.
133.

134,
135.

136.
137.
138

139,

Bhagavatas.
On conventional and etymological meaning.
Bhagavatas do not observe vritya occupations.

On rathakara and the meaning of bhagavataand
satvata,

Bhagavata does not exclude the connotation of
‘Brahmin.’

On the professional priesthood of the Bhigavatas.

The professional worship of Vignuis not con-
demned.

On naivedya and nirmilya.

The explanation of Paiicaritra condemnation of
naivedyaand nirmalya use.

The nirmalya of Visnu is supremely purifying,
Naivedya as means of the pranagnihotra,

Bhagavatas do not reject the Vedic sacraments;
the Ekiiyanadikhiyas do, but on the authority of
their own Vedic §akha.

Concluding benedictions of Nathamuni and the
Vaisnava sacred texts.
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" AGAMA PRAMANYAM "~

I .

1. Homage to Vignu, the sole cause of the origin,
subsistence and annihilation ofthe world, the sole cause
of perfect .bliss, for whom everything is as instantly
evident! asa myrobalaw in the hand. N

2. Those of my contemporarics who are *pro~
foundly dishonest and will condemn a penetrating
treatise, however great its merits, because they are
envious, (may condemn it.) There are many others
who have an excellent judgment of what is essential
and what is not—honest students who do not cavil ;
and they will praise my work.

3. Even erudite scholars may err when their
critical acumen is dominated by partisan views; yet,
let the sagacious without envy study thc Bhigavata
doctrine as I shall present it here.

4. There are certain people whose minds are
confused by the noise of multitudes of sophisms and
falsehoods which are borrowed from anyone that
comes: and claiming superiority for their own studies
and learning, and pretending to protect the Way of the
Veda,? they refuse to accept the authority of Paficaritra
Tantra which, being composed by the Supreme Per-
son Himself| leads to unparalleled beatitude.

And they contend :

Ithasbeen decided that Verbal Testimony?* is
; a-means of knowledge in two ways: dependent
. testimony which depends on other authority,

. and independent testimony.

These two kinds are thus distinguished: "~ .

\ No verbal assertion can be a means of valid
+. knowledge if it has been formulated by a person ;!
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for a verbal assertion to be authoritative, it must
_ by definition be independent.

That is to say: verbal evidence which originates
from a person carries authority only then when it is
used to corroborate a fact which has already been truly
established by other means of knowledge,* and which
cnables the speaker to take this fact for granted. Now,
Perception and the other means of knowledge which
involve Perception, cannot produce the knowledge
that the Paficaritra Tantra does indeed set forth that
the desired heaven, release and other supcrnatuml ends
can be attained by means of such ritual acts as Con-
secration and such devotional actsas worship of the
Bhagavan etc., for this relation of means and ends is
not of the order of Perception, For if we consider
Consccration, worship etc. merely with the aid of
Perception, we cannot say that they are means to realize
the summum bonym.

Notonly, therefore, is Perception of an ordinary
kind unavailing, but there is also no way to know that
there have been recently certain persons of superhuman
sensibility who would have had perceptual evidence
that such acts really are means of attaining the desired
ends; for the sense-organs of such persons, too, cannot
surpass the boundaries of sensitiveness as we know it
commonly. .

"5. An objection may be raised here:

However, perception of a superior kind is
possible, depending on its percipient. Perception,
therefore, may become perfect if the percipient is
perfect:

That is to say: a finite thing may be found to
become infinite; for instance, extent becomes infinite
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in space, which is infinitely extended. Similarly, we
find that finite Perception is considerably widened in
air-borne creatures, like crows, owls, vultures etc.,
so that Perception might conceivably become infinite
in some being.  This indeed is the uppermost limit of
knowledge where it encompasses every knowable thing;
for we know from experience® that knowledges exceed
one another as their contents exceed one another,

That is why the wise can say that there is
Someone in Whom such finite qualities as
supremacy, dispassionateness, power etc. subsist in
ah infinite and unequalled condition.
Consequently, this Person whose immediate
perception encompasses the entire range of things that
are present in the world is hereby explained to be the
Bhagavan who has immediate perceptual knowledge
that Consecration, worship and so forth are dharma.
So what remains unproved? (is improper).

6. This objection is thus refuted :

The sipreme perceptual knowledge which
you assume is just a fancy. Perceptual knowledge
can never go beyond its own sphere and trespass
on another.

For instance :

A superior kind of visual perception, as well
as a superior perceptible object, must necessarily
occur in loci where inherent relations of one kind,
as between colour and coloured, obtain in one

object.

No knowledge that is received through one of
the scnses can encompass all that is knowable
through all senses. So how can perceptual
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knowledge by itself make all things known, i.e.
.+ 1 also things known only through ether means of
.. knowledge?

7. The objector resumes :
T However, the sensitivity which we attnbutc
to Perception is directed toward the pcrcewmg of

' what exists at present.

Of course, if Perception did not have this function
of perceiving what exists at present as its natural
function, it would cease to be Perception at all.
Therefore, it is not reasonable to say that a superior
kind of Perception, defined as encompassing all objects,
is a priori impossible because it is hmxted to bemg
Perception !

8. The objection is refuted :

If from finite Perception you conclude to infinite
Pcrccpnon, then I ask you to explain: can a finitc
quantity ever attain to such :-xpansxon that it cannot be
further expanded? You insist, as it were, on full
maturity in a little boy®! ‘even as a boy, after attaining
the full growth, cannot grow physically further?’
There are two possibilities: either the infinite
exists in the finite, or the finite gradually becomes
infinite. )

The former cannot stand, for there is no
Perception to support it: we have never scen a
bowl or a similar finitc object which had !h: same
expannon as spacc.

And suppose a finite quantity could assume
inconceivable infinitude : why, then any single jar or
pitcher could fill up the entire space within the Egg of
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Brahmd, so that all other things would be pushcd out
and perish accordingly !

- If you take space itself as the subject,’ you
merely prove the proved.’ In the alternative you
cannot avoid the illogicality we have pointed out :
as a matter of fact, never before has anybody 'seen
a finite pillar which was pervaded by an infinite
pillar ¥ Consequently, there remains the defect of
mutual exclusion. ‘

Let us also consider your illustration, namely that
in space we have an example of a finite extent
becoming infinite. Extent is -by definition a limited
extension of space, a relative quantity, something that
can be entirely circumscribed. Extent in this
definition does not subsist in space as such, so how can
you adduce it as an example? Besides; if one were to
infer extent in space, one would simultaneously infer
the possibility that space might be surpassed in extent
by another quantity. And so the illustration again
falls short of the thesis,

Nor is there any evidence for the thesis that a
superior perception reveals that Consecration, worship
etc. are actvally dharma.

To sum up: For all these reasons it would appear
to us that the supposition that some, otherwise un.
perceived, supremespiritual being exists with a superior
sensibility is very weak; and this being so, we conclude
that Perception offers no authority for the postulated
relation of means to eads’; and since the authority of
Paficaritra is based upon the Perception of this sup-
posed relation, its authority is entirely non-cxistent.
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9. Not only is there.no Perception, but theré
cannot possibly be an Inference to support the thesis in
quemon, for it is wholly suprasensible: and Inference,
of course, can only take place after an invariable con-
comitance has been observed by means of Perception.
If no fires have ever been observed before, they cannot
prove that smoke is invariably concomitant with them.”

10. Nor do we find scriptural evidence which sets
forth that the performance of all the,rites which are
established in the Sitvata'! doctrineis mandatory ; such
evidence would have proved that the Paficaritra
'I‘radmon, being based _upon this mandate,”® carried
autherity.

Nor is it possible, in the abscnce of explicit
revelation, to infer such evidence from Sc.npturc For
just as the relation of means to'certain énds ‘which are
their fruits, e.g., heaven, as Paficaritra maintains

Consecration, worship etc. to be, does not allow of
being inferred because no such relation can be verified
by Perception, just so no scriptural authonty to furnish
the basis of such a relatzon can be mft:rred from

Scripture. '
U~ Nor is any verbal tcsnmony capable of

providing valid knowledge that Scripture is the
basis of the Tradition concerned, Verbal
testimony is of two kinds, originating from a
person or not originating from a person.'*

Personal specch cannot be proof of it, for
persons may lie in order to deceive their hearers.
For even today, we find philosophers who pretend
to be scriptural and yet expound an interpretation
which is wholly unscriptural, .
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So we have our doubts whether the claim made
by the authors of the Paficaritra texts that their own
compositions are founded in the Veda is really the
result of an honest conviction that such is indeed the
case, or nothing but the self-glorification of authors
who write as their fancy takes them! Bl

This argumentation by- itself “suffices to
disprove the contended authorjty of Paiicaritra,
for there is no eternal Scripture! to support the
claim.

Nor can Analogy prove that Scripture is its
basis, for this criterion cannot be properly applied;
for how could the proof we need, which cannot be
found by the other means of knowledge, be within
the scope of the mere knowledge of similitude 2
Nor can it be argued that, since the Tradition

cannot be proved by other means, Implication'® proves
that Scripture is its basis. The argument is as follows,
circumstantial Implication must prove the tradition,
as it cannot be proved otherwise; the authors of the
Paficaritra, clearly have thistradition that Consecration,
worship, etc. are dharma and this tradition is
comparable to the tradition of Manu and others that
certain non-Vedic rites, as the astaka etc., are dharma;
now there can be no tradition of a fact unless that fact
has been cognized before; but hecre we have the
tradition of a fact that cannot be proved by Perception,
Inference, Verbal Testimony or Analogy ; therefore the
cognition of the fact can only have originated from
Scripture.. . [ A
. However, this argument would only prove-.its,
point if there were any authority for the assumption
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of the three estates do not accept the doctrinés of
Traditions of this kind.

13. OsjecTION:

Nevertheless, the fact that Bhagavata Brahmins,
who wear the hair-tuft, the sacred thread etc.
prescribed in Scripture, perform daily the rites of
Paficaratra should then justify the presumption that
these rites likewise ultimately derive from the Veda,
On what grounds, then, are we to assume that this
same Paficaritra Tradition really has its origins in
error, deceit and the like, the very negation of valid
authority ?. .

14. REFUTATION : B

We reply: Well! So you really argue that the
Bhigavatas, who are hated by the three :statcs, are
exemplary and hence authoritative ?!

Objection :

But they are Brahmins, and Brahmins arc
considered to be the highest estate: why should they
not be exemplary ?

Refutation :

Brahmins? Far from it! We do not regard
Brahmins as a distinct species, different from the
species man, with specific characteristics which mere
sensory perception permits us to rccogmzc as present
in some specific bodies and absent in others. Hair-tuft,
sacred thread etc. which are prescribed for Brahmins
and the other two estates, do not make a man a
Brahmin! Nor do they demonstrate that a man is
a Brahmin, for we sec them worn illegally by

blackguards, outcastes and the like. Therefore, the
sole criterion by which ‘we can tell whether a man
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is indeed a Brahmin is acceptance of undisputed
expressions by older persons, which give us irrefutable
proof. Nor do ordinary people, use without hesitation
the term Brahmin to describe Bhagavatas. There is
also a distinct difference in the two appellations: here
Brahmins, there Bhagavatas. C

+ 15, OsjecriON : RIS

. The people do not use the word ¢Brahmin’ to
refer to Bhigavatas. The reference is only difference
as this much Brahminsand this much Bhigavatas. Be
that as it may, still, the appellations Satvata, Bhagavata
etc. 'are also used to name Brahmins, by some sort of
transference of properties, just as the word panvrdjaka
is used to designate a Brahmin®.

ReruraTion: The argument is false.

Persons of certain inferior castes are commonly
. referred %0 as Satvatas ; the name is used to denote
these castes, and not anything else. The gram-.

marians have the rule that it is improper to use a

certain word in its etymological senseif it can also

be taken in a customary sense which is more
. common, €.g., rathakara®.

If there were no such rule, how could the word
rathakara give up its etymological meaning of *“‘chariot-
maker’’ to become the name of a particular caste, even
to the extent of cancelling all connotations which we
have learnt®2 ? Similarly, Satvata refers to a person who
has been born from aordfya vaiya and belongs to the
lowest castes, and is thus excluded from the sacraments
of initiation”, etc. Manu says: “The issuc of a
vaidya vritya extraction is called Sudhanvi or Bhiruga
or ‘Nijaigha or Maitra or Sawwats™.” It cannot
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that cognitions are invariably true. But when certain
notioris which are produced by the false cognitions of
people whose - judgement is clouded by hatred,
prejudice and obstinacy, cause such “traditions” to be
written in accordance with these falsecognitions, could
these traditions possibly be true ? -
11. Here an objection may be raised :
However, the same arguments may be advanced
against the authority of the traditions of Manu etc.
The observation of the astaka rite does not produce any
perceptual knowledge that this rite is indeed a means
to realize the postulated end. Nor can it be inferred,
because no relation’® is perceptually given. Nor is there
any scriptural evidence for it, for it cannot be found.
Nor again can such evidence be inferred from Scripture
where it is not found explicitly, because no relation is
perceptually given. Nor can it be proved, through
Analogy, as there is no apparent analogue. Nor
through circumstantial Implication, because of the
reasons given above against the argument that it is
otherwise unprovable. Now, if it is legitimate in one
case to presume scriptural authority in supportof it
because there happens tobe a well-established tradition
about it among Vedic experts,—well, in Paficaritra,
1oo, great sages are traditionally known as the founders
of the sacred transmission, sagas like Narada, Sigdilya’
and'others. The same objections and the same justifi-
cations can be advanced about both the tradition’of
Manu etc, and the tradition of Paficaritra. Either
both arc authoritative or ncither is. There are no
grounds to show that the two traditions differ in some
cssential respect.  Either we must reject the authority
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of Manu’s tradition as well, or we must indced show in
which respect the Paficaritra tradition is dlﬂerent from
Manu’s,
- 12, This objectxon is refuted.
i~ The author of the Siitras, by making the Siitra :
“Tradition is also valid, because it has the same
agent as Scripture' ”*, has clearly indicated that in
his opinion no essential difference exists between
Scriptural and Traditional validity.
Accordingly, we find that those who are qualified
for the three Vedas perform equally for purposes .of
higher bencfits both the ritual acts which are
enjoined by Scripture (e.g., agnikdtra, piirpadarsamasa,
yolistoma ‘®,etc.) and the ritual acts enjoined by Tradi-
tion (e.g., astakd, acamana, samdhya worship ', etc.),
because they have been instructed in both varietiesof
acts by their fathers or preceptors. The firmness with
which so highly qualified exemplary persons have
adopted these traditional rites as incumbent upon the
three higher estates goes to show that the knowledge
that rites of this kind, astakd etc., obviousty found to
exist, are mandatory ultimately derives from Scripture
itself. On the other hand, we find that those who observe
the scriptural rites of agnikdira ctc. do not observe the
Tintric customs in the same manner as they ohserve
such traditional customs as dcamana investiture with
the sacred thread etc. On the contrary, the Vedic
experts condemn those who do. It follows that the
validity which we attribute to different demnns
““because”, asthe Siitra says, “they have the same
agent as Scnpm *’, cannot well, apply to heterodox
Traditions as the Paficaratra ; for exemplary exponents

2
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be' dlsputed “that Bhagavata is another name for
Sitvata; Smrti has it that “the fifth, called Satvata,
worshlps the temples and sanctuaries of Visnu by royal
decree’;' he is alse called Bhigavata,”» = .

T 'Thc Smrti. thus describes' which profession the
descendants of the said wratya vaiéya pursue—and with
our own eyes we indeed see them’ pursue this- profes-
sion. * Thus Ubanas: “They all live by-the plough and
the sword, the Acaryas and the Satvatas live on’ the
worship of the ‘Dcity.”®*  Similarly; in the Brahma
Purana—*tHe. worships the sanctuaries of:Visnu'by
royal decree’’ Elsewhere ‘the same is stated. thus:
“The profession of the Satvatas is to clean up the
sanctuaries of the Deity and the eatables offered to the
idol, as well as to guard it."¥ And, to dispel the last
doubt about the sort of people they are, Manu declares:
“Whether disguised or not, they can be knawn hy their
deeds.”

‘16 Their conduct, moreover, proves that they
cannot be Brahmins. For a living they perform piija
to the Deity, -undergo their Consecration, eat them-
selves the food which is offered to the idols¥, observe
deviating sacraments—from thc prenatal garbhddhans
rite to the funerary rituals—, omit to perform the
frauta ritual and avoid contact with Brahmins. These
and other habits show conclusively that they cannot be
Brahmins.

Smrtis declare that the reason of thcxrd:squ:xhﬁca-
tion for Vedic rites is this that they perform piiji to
the Deity in order to earn a living: “Those who from
generation to gencration have worshipped the Deity
professionally arc disqualificd for the study of the Véda,
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for participation in the sacrifices and for officiating
in sacrifices.””® Their own Parama Samhiti states the
same prohibition: “Whether in disaster or emergency,
in terror or in straits, one must never worship the God
of geds for a living."**  Such habits as wearing the
garlands that are offered to the God and ‘eating the
food that is presented to the idol and other practices
of that kind, which are condemned by all right-think-
ing people, shows plainly that they are not Brahmins,
- Furthermore, we wonder how it ‘can be presumed
that the authority of these people proves that Scripture
is ‘the basis of their way of life: at the mere sight
of them all respectable men perform expiatory
rites such as edndrayanal Smrti declares that if one sets
eyes on a devalaka, it is necessary to perform an
expiation. A devalaka is someone who lives on temple
treasure and worships the idol for a livelihood. Thus
Devala: “One who lives on temple treasure.is called a
devalaka.** Likewise: ““A Brahmin who has worshipped
the deity for three years in order to make a living is
called a devalaka and heis held to be unworthy to
partake in any ritual,”® Those who have been known
to worship the God as a hereditary profession are
automatically regarded as devalakas. The rite of
expiation is set forth in the precept: “A Brahmin who
is taking his meal should not look at ordure, a pig, a
eunuch, a sacrificial pole, a devalaka or a corpse; if he
does he must observe the cdndrdyana.”™  Atri, too, very
explicitly declarcs that they are not Brahmins: «The
Avilukas, Devalakas, Kalpadevalakas, Ganabhoga-
devalakas and fourthly those of the Bhigavata profes-
sionare corrupt Brahmins.”** Also the venerable Vyasa :
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“The Ahvayakas, Devalakas, Naksatragrimayajakas
and Mabapathikas are outcaste Brahmins.”»
Therefore, the fact that Paficaritra recognizes the
authority of the Bhagavatas who by birth and by deeds
have deviated from the Way of the Veda is sufficient
ground to deny authority to the Paficaritra Scriptures.

17. Furthermore, the class of texts with which
we are here concerned are not valid means of kaowing
which acts are good and which ate evil inasmuch as
they are accepted by heretics, and thus are of the same
kind as the Buddhist statements on stipa worship.

Besides, their own texts relate that the instruction
in all their dharmas presupposes the abandoning of the
Way of the Veda; “having failed to find the supreme
good in the four Vedas, Sindilya learnt this doct-
rine...””, But how can we presume that a certain text
can teach that a certain object, which is known from
the four Vedas, is man’s supreme goal in life if he
rejects at the outset the very authority of the Vedas as
sources of knowledge about the means which lead to
bliss? On the contrary, we find that Manu and other

authors of Traditions declare that their works which
expound as their teaching the means of attaining all
kinds of desirable ends derive solely from Scripture:
“The Veda in its entirety is the basis of the Law, as
well as of the traditions and customs of those who are
expert in Law"; *‘the Law is enjoined by Scripture and
Tradition™; ‘it is entirely expressed in the Veda; for
the Veda contains all knowledge.”

Further, the assertion that those who have already
been consccrated by the sacraments of Investiture etc.
and are thereby qualified for all the Vedic rituals,
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agnikatra etc.,, must yet undergo another sacrament,
called Consecration,” in order to be qualified for the
worship of the Bhagavin, demonstrates that the system
is non-Vedic; for if it were Vedic, they would be
qualified for Tantric ritual by the regular sacraments.
Again, another indication of its non-Vedic
character is the fact that the system is not included
among the fourteen sources of knowledge, which all
orthodox people recognize as giving authoritative
information on the Law.® If it were authoritative, then
it would have been recognized as such by tradition ;
but as it is not so recognized, this proves that the
Paficaritra tradition is non-Vedic. For this reason the
venerable Badardyapa, when he has occasion to refute
the heterodox doctrines of Kanida, Aksapida, the
Buddha etc. as inimical to the Way of the Veda, also
refutes the Paficardtra in his Sitra: ‘“Because of the
impossibility of origin.”* Therefore, as the Vedic
experts regard the Paficaritra doctrine as non-Vedic
since it is not included among the Vedic systems and
because of other reasons which will be advanced in the
sequel, it cannot be compared with the Tradition of
Manu etc.

In view of all this it is our opinion that such
infrequent good rites—e.g., the worship of the Bhagavan
—which are described by the Paficaratricas (who teach
a good many others, mostly black arts of exciting
hatred, haunting a person out of his occupation,
envoutement etc,) arc merely added to deceive people
about their real attentions and do not deserve our faith
or consideration: they are like milk that is put ina
dog’s bladder ! e



16 EGAMA 'PRAMANYAN

+To >sum up, it is not preper to assume that
Paficaritra is based on the Veda and therefore equally
authoritative as the doctrinal works of Manu and

v

others, + ;-

" Discursus :

" 18, At this point someone mter_;ccts:‘" If you
please, by all means assume that the Vedas constitute
the cause of the delegated and indirectauthority of the
Tradmon of Manuetc. But is there any reason why
we' should have to depend exclusively on the Veda as
the basis of the Paficardtra tradition to0? The same
direct knowledge which is the very foundation of the
authority of the Vedas themselves isalso the foundallon
of the authority of the Pancaratra doctrine; the
authority of the latter is nbt based upon the relation
of supporting autherity and supported authority which
characterizes typical smdria injunctions, e.g., asfatd and
dGcamana which have their common basns in the Veda.

In fact, the two tradmons of the aftaka rite and
the dcamana rite are not interdependent, but, they
are equally and independently authoritative. Similarly,
Paficaratra and Scripture are not interdependent. If
Paficaritra collapses as soon as it is denied the support
of the Veda, why then should the Veda not collapse
when the support of Paficaritra is taken away from it?

" 19. The Vedas derive their’ authority from
direct knowledge which originates from a person and
must therefore naturally derive from a person...t Who
can doubt it ? For we perccive that words, from thcir
very naturc, depend for their composition ‘on some
entity that is different from themselves, How clse

,,!, . o,
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could they exist at all? If it is objected that the
significance of the Book called Veda just consists in
this that it does in fact exist as Word though nobody
has composed it, then we reply; why, if this were true,
then the significance of smoke on a mountain consists
in this that it whirls irrepressibly sky-high without fire !
Tt is utterly out of the question.#

20. Osmjecrion. But since the applicability®? of
the dharma cannot be shown by any of the means of
.knowledge, how can a book on it be composed ?

+ RepLy. Don’t argue like that : for the Bhagavin
who, of course, has an immediate intuition of dkarma
and adkarma through the knowledge which is natural
to Him has had this Book called Veda composed out of
compassion for the world.

21. Ozjecrron. But does this intuition or per-
ception also encompass dharma and adkarma ?

Rercy. Certainly. How else would the Bhagavin
be able to give rise to such effects as body, world etc.?
For the maker of such effects must be one who is
capable of perceiving their material and instrumental
causes. Now, dkarma and adharma are the instrumental
causcs of the world®; this is also the consensus of the
Mimarasakas. Consequently we must postulate a cer-
tain person who has this perceptual knowledge; and
that person must also be the one who created the Veda
at the beginning.

22. If one contends that such entities as
mountains, earth and the like are not effects, the
-answer is as follows :

The entitics in question, earth ctc., are cffects,
because they have a complex construction, likea
. king’s palace.*
3
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Similarly, from the fact that they are made
up of parts we conclude that they are subject to
destruction.

Entities that can be destroyed are destroyed
by someone who knows the means by which they
can be destroyed, just as we can destroy clay vessels
etc. when we know by what means te destroy
them,

In the case of entities that are shattered, for
instance, by a falling tree, thatis without perceptible
intelligent agency, the cause of their destruction
remains dubious: but because of this very dubiety there
can also be not positive certainty that the cause of
their destruction is entirely occasional.

Motion, when there is mass, is sufficient ground to
infer in this world that an entity which has mass and
can move is subject to origination and to desscuction.

It being thus established that earth etc. are indeed
efiects, on the grounds adduced above, it follows that
the Bhagavan has knowledge of dkarma and adkarma
which are the instrumental causes of origination and
annihilation®

Consequently, the entities here in question, earth,
mountains and the like, have been created by a maker
who possesses the described knowledge.

Everything that has origin and end is, in our
experience, created by such a maker, just because it is
subject to origination and annihilation, like a house.

23. Let it not be argued that there is no inter-
mediate production of effects like body, world etc.
between acts that bring about the desires of the person
who undertakes them,* for these acts are unable to
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produce anything unless they are used as an instrument
by a spiritual being, since they are non-spiritual them-
selves, like an adze: without the operation of a
spiritual being—the carpenter—an adze is incapable of
effecting by itself such objects as a sacrificial pole.

And we are not able to create through the instru-
mentality of apirva factors:* for before the actual
fruition of the ritual act wc cannot know their instru-
mentality, and it bas been said that only a person who
has actual knowledge of the material and instrumental
causes can be amaker with respect to these causes.* And
there is no embodied soul which is known, or claimed,
to be capable of having the required actual knowledge
of the apiirva that is to arise from the act.

Therefore we must admit a Person of absolute
omnipotence who is able to take in at a glance the
entire Universe with dkarma and adkarma of all em-
bodied souls, their experiencing of karmic results etc.,
and in whose nature such properties as unrestricted
knowledge ctc, subsist. As they say : “The unobstructed
knowledge, perfect impartiality, omnipotence of a
universal lord and dharma are all four established
together.””

Mantras, arthavidas,® epic and purana corroborate
this point; e.g. “The one god, Prajipati, creating
heaven and earth, created the Vedas,”s! etc. At the
moment of inception the great Grace of this Person
who is the Bhagavin iz evoked by a glance at the
aggregate of individual souls who are almost in a state
of non-spiritual stupor, their instruments for the

experiencing of karmic results—body, senses and other
organs—being completely dissolved. His Grace evoked,
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he originates the eatire universe and simultancously
He creates the triple Veda which states pellucidly the
means by which the souls in transmigration can realize
the objects of their desires,  Then again, perceiving
that they arc in a pitiable condition, being immersed in
the ocean of existence which is perturbed by wave upon
wave of all manner of iniquities, His heart burns with
supreme compassion and He promulgates, through
Sanatkumira, Nirada etc., the Paficaritra Sarhhitas
which constitute the sources of knowledge about the
manner in which He should be propitiated to attain to
perfect bliss. Forasmuch as the Tantras are therefore
based upon an immediate cognition of the Lord and
are consequently self-suflicient like the Vedas, can they
belong in the company of any Tradition, that of Manu
of anyone?

REFUTATION.® :

24. If this is true, then on what antherity is such
a creator of the Vedas known to exist? He is not
directly perceived. i

Nor can we infer from the fact that the Vedais
word that it therefore must have an author, for that
would entail the total reversion of your special
contentions.

For an utterance that is perceived to depend for
its composition on the agency of some being is also
perceived to be uttered by no one butan embodied
eing.

Now for all embodied beings the body is the
instrument for good and for evil; so thc assumption
that the Veda is ntterance would accasion the inference
that it has been created by an embodied being whose
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‘happiness and unhappiness resulted from his good and
<vil karman, and who therefore cannot be God.

Moreover, in that case it would be impossible to
establish the authority of the Vedas themselves; for if
dharma—the Law—is not independent of other means
of knowledge, there is no exclusive authority of the
Vedas.®

25. Osjecrion. But why should dkarma be in-
dependent of other means of knowledge? For we have

asserted that He has actual knowledge of dharma and
adharma: how else could He produce the world of
which dhkarma and adharma are the instrumental causes?

Rerry. Thathas indeed been asserted, but the
assertion is fallacious: for no creator of the entire uni-

verse can be found of whom this can be assumed.

To your argument that the world must be effected
because it has a complex construction can be objected
that empiricists distinguish three kinds of entities:

Those whose makers arc evident to perception, ¢.g.
pots and the like; those which are not found to be
made at all; and those whose creation remained
doubtful, like the earth etc.

In the two first-mentioned cases there is no room
for God’s activity.  As to the third, the carth etc. are
not involved in a total origination or disintegrations,
but merely, as now, subject ta varying degrees of
increase and decrease which are adventitious. Tosay

that the Mimarhsakas accept origination and annihila-
tion in thissense is to prove the proved.»

In our opinion, 100, these intelligent agents bring
about various results by means of sacrifices and other
acts, inorder to enjoy these results themselves; and
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the assumption thatthey are indeed, as'is proved for
both of .us, instrumental therein is quite correct, for we
can have dircct knowledge of these acts, sacrifices,
donations and the like. However, the special power
described with terms like apiirva can never be open to
perception.  How then can we have use for a supervis-
ing God?*®

26. Certainly, it is not true thatan agent, for

instance a potter, when he wishes to produce a certain
product—pots—must first have direct knowledge of the
power of their material cause~—clay—and instrumental
cause—stick—to produce these products before he can
actually undertake their production. Else people who
are unaware of the power of the requisite causes would
never be able te employ these causes in order to pro-
duce theresults they want, Inthe cascunderdiscussion
the persons concerned do indeed know which causes
are required to bring about the results they want, for
they know these causes, such as sacrifices etc., through
the knowledge they have obtained from eternal Scrip-
ture. Thus, aided by these causes, they render mani-
fest such praducts as earth etc.

Also, there is no invariable rule that only an agent
to whom the material and instrumental causes are fully
known is capable of undertaking an action and nobody
else. A man can still be an agent in the action of
knowing without perceiving in his own mind the
material and instrumental causes that go inte the
making of this action of knowing, Why, then, co!:tend
that the causes must be known first ?

27. The contention that the ‘entire Universe s
subject to annihilation becauseit has parts is incorrect.
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Such a conclusion is cancelled by stronger perceptual
-evidence against it. For the knowledge thatdoes arise
in the world of here and now is plainly this: ‘Here is
the meru; here is the sun; here is the earth.

Recognition conveys to us the knowledge that these
entities are related to different times; and certainly
‘both in former and later ages there arise similar per-
sons who have the same notion of these entities’ present
cxistence. To put it in syllogistic form:

The past has persons who recognize carth, sun and
mountain, because the past is time, like the present.

The same syllogism can be constructed with regard
to the future. This reasoning does not entail the
fallacious conclusion that pots etc. are eternal, for in
‘their case origination and annihilation are directly
evident.

It does not follow that, when a certain fact cannot
be proved on the strength of a certain ground, since
“this ground involves a contradiction, this same ground
cannot prove the same fact when it does not involve a
contradiction.*

The other inference that has been given to prove
that the world is subject to origination and annihila-

tion, namely on the ground of motion when there is
mass, is likewise incorrect; for this ground, too, is
cancelled by thegreater cogency of recognition, Con-
sequently, inference cannot provide positive proof that
the world is subject to origination and annihilation.

28. Further, you contend that there is a God, on
the ground thatthe world is a product; but this ground
precludes aspecially qualified producer. For a product
generally implies on the part of its producer a number
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of properties which are natural to him and therefore
indispensable for the precise knowledge of the con-~
comitance between him and his product. Properties
like being in possession of a body, having something
left to desire, being deprived of omnipotence and
omniscicnce, ctc. How, then, can the fact that the
world is a product convey to us the knowledge that the
producer proposed for it possesses the postulated pro-
perties, of being bodiless, eternally satisfied, omniscient
etc., properties, that is, which are the opposite of what
would naturally follow? The production of. a product
requires the activation of the body, which requires on

the producer’s part an effort whose inherent cause is

his relation with a body and is impossible of any but

just such a producer. It follows that under no condi-

tion bodiless person can be an agent.

Or if; in order to remove this fault from the argu-
ment, it is assumed that the producer indeed possesses
a body, then the question arises, Isthat body itself
subject to origination or not? If it be subject to
origination, there is infinite regress. If it be eternal,
then your contention that whatever has parts must
come to an end is not universally true, The solution
of others, namely that God’s special properties can be
demonstrated by an ad-hoc conclusion,®® does not hold
good cither,  For that rule holds only of a case where
a conflict follows from a means of knowledge but does
notactually exist. In our case, hawever, the conflict

is plain enough. .

29. Osjecrion. But if even a well-considered
invariable concomitance cannot demonstrate that the
cause of the earth etc. isan intelligent being, thenall
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logical process of deduction is done with. But if deduc-
tion can indeed convey true knowledge, that it must
also convey that there is a producer capab]cof crcatmg
the entire umversc.

REpLY. We do not say that your deduction fails
to demonstrate that there is such a producer, but that
it also demonstrates without discrimination as, many
properties in this producer as, at the moment of grasp-
ing the concomitance, arc known to obtain in any
producer.

Nor do we carry our point too far. In a case
where the term which we seek to establish through
deduction can also be known through another means
ofknowledge, then this other means of knowledge may
exclude from our term certain contrary properties
which would have applied on the strength of our
inferential markalone. In the present instance, how-
ever, we are seeking to demonstrate God whose agency
falls completely outside the scope of other means of
knowledge; in his casetherefore allthe properties that
participate in an invariable concomitance elicited
through positive and negative consideration are in-

discriminately established by the deduction.

A similarly occasional relationship between pro-
ducer and product occurs, for instance, with grass that
has grown just outside a house-garden. We cannot be
positive that this grass has sprung from a person’s
action. In this instance, too, the assumption that a
person, beyond the ken of our senses, has in fact been
instrumental to the creation etc. of the world ‘must

remain entirely conjectural. 1 ai

4
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. 30. Another question to be considered is from
what point in spacc, at what point in time, and to
what purposc a person who is satisticd in all cternity
would produce the universe. Every agent, e.g.,a potter,
produces a product by means of certain instruments,
while éccupying a certain spaceat a certain time and
aiming at a certain resuit which he wants. If the
production of the world is purcly sport and without
ulterior motivation, since God docs not want anything,
beware, for this states clearly that the Lord is by nature
independent from anything beside Himself. Yetwilly-
nilly, without regard for anything He might wish, He
shoulders the vast task of creating, sustaining and
destroying the world. Is He in creating the creatures
prompted by His compassion ? But why, then, does He
not create them happy? If you reply, because God
takes karman into account,'then you deny his complete
independence.  Besides, if their Aarman provides
sufficient causes for these creatures’ variety, why
assume God at all? for

Therefore, there cannot be such a person who is
capable of creating the universe, of perceiving
immediately dharma and adharma, and of composing
the Vedas. '

' .

31. Morcover, if the .Vedas were created by
someone, this creator would be remembered: . “Heis
the one who has composed them.’ It isnot proper to
assume that he has been forgotten, just as the digger of
an exhausted well is forgotten. The latter is justifiable
because the well no longer serves a purpose.  But in
the case of the Vedas, who, without remembering that
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the author was reliable, would give credence to all the
Vedic rites which are to be performed at the expense
of great trouble involving thelossof various propertics?
Consequently, if it cannot be proved of the Vedas that
they havebeen composed by a person, because this
person, however worthy of remembrance, is not re-
membered, they can no more prove that God was their
author than the Mahabhirata and similar books can.
Therefore the Vedas do not originate from a person.
In consequence, the contention that the validity of
Paficaritra is based upon the same immediate cogni-
tion which is the basis of the validity of the Veda itself
is the contention of those whose discrimination has
been warped by their biasin favour of their own
conclusions.

32. Osjection. Butin what does this ‘preter-
personal’ character of the Veda consist? If it consists
in this that the Vedas are composed of eternal words,
the same holds true of the Paficardtra Tantra.®® Or if
it is the cternity of the words that constitute it, again
the same istrue. It could not be the eternity of the
word-sequence, for sequence cannot be natural to
eternal entitics.® If it issaid that it is the sequence of
the sounds in so far as these sounds are pronounced in
one particular sequence, then we reply that since a
s:qucnce of pronunciation is non-eternal, the sequence
of the sounds pronounced cannot be eternal. So where
does the difference lie between Pafcaritra and Vedic
revelation?

Repy. The difference lies herein that in the
casc of the Paiicaratra the scquence is created by an,
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independent person, whereas in the case of the Veda, a
dependent person invariably wishes to repeat the exact
sequence which had been laid down before him by
students who preceded him. A category of a different
degree® which is cstablished on the strength of recog-
nition should not be denied. And with this we con-
clude our lengthy disquisition,

33. The preceding has proved that the proposi-
tion that the Paficaritra is authoritative because it is
based upon an immediate cognition of a person cate-
gorically diffcrent from other persons, is not viable at
ail. Since there is no means of knowledge by which the
existence of a person who has immediate knowledge of
good and cvil can be proved, it follows that this Tantra
must have been promulgated by some haman being
with the purpose of deceiving the world.

34, Osjection.” This would be true if proofof
the existence of the Lord could only be sought on the
strength of logical argumentation.  As itis, thisisa
fallacy, for the great Lord is known on the authority of
the upanisads. When we hear the multitudinous
statements of the eternal Scriptures which set forth the
existence of an omniscient and omnipoteat supreme
Personality who is capable of creating the entire uni-
verse, how then can we refuse to accept the authority
of a tradition which derives from His immcdiate
cognition ?

35. To continue this topic,* these scriptural
statements do not exceed the bounds of their authority
just because they are concerned with facts; for similar
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statements made by persons concerning facts that are
extremely remote from a connection with other means
of knowledge cannot be denied the authority which is
afforded them naturally,

Nor do statements concerning a fact lack authority
because of the consideration thatsince either a proving
or disproving factor may unexpectedly turn up there
remains the possibility that this fact is thus repeated or
reversed® ; for the same may equally well happen to a
statement concerning, not a fact, but a kdrya. A karya,
too, may be known from other means of knowledge, for
it must be” admitted that ordinary karyas, like ‘fetch
firewood’ are also known through other means of
knowledge, as in the case of the cooking of the odana.®

Or if it be claimed that, inasmuch as a karya con-
cerning a categorically different thing like the agnikotra
etc. cannot conceivably find any other authority, there-
fore the verbal testimony which sets forth such a thing
must needs be its authority,—well, then we may say
that there is not a ghost of another authority for the
Bhagavin whose form consists in unsurpassed
knowledge, supremacy and beatitude ; so thatit should
follow that everything is cntirely the same in both
cases, depending on one’s particular partisan views.

Moreover, the theory is that since another means
of knowledge can apply to a fact, a verbal statement
concerning this fact cannot validly prove it: but why
should not this other means of knowledge itself be the
repetitious one since verbal testimony concerning its
fact may conceivably turn up?®® or, why should other
means of knowledge which themselves are liable to
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various deficiencies entail the negation of a notion that
arises from cternal Scripture untouched by all defects
inherent in persons, merely because it is deduced that
its validity is cancelled by a prior means of knowledge ?
This is absurd. ’

Thus, therefore, the imperfections that necessarily
follow from the induction, cg. abscnce of omni-
science®, possession of a body etc., find no room in the
Bhagavan whose supernal manifestation of miraculous
knowledge, supremacy and so forth is known from
hundreds of éruits, justas cold can find no place in
fire.

And, in consequence,

Howcan our tongue endeavour to state that the
Tantra is falsc, while it is composed by the Omniscicent
One Himself who is known through the Upanisads?
Alas for the fool’s grand exhibition of labour in
Mimamsa! How cana mind schooled in Mimimsa be
so mistaken ?

36. Learned thinkers, whose intellectual powers
command respect,®® maintain that all Vedic testimany
carrics authority only concerning such £aryas as cannot
presuppose any other authority. Since words arc
considered to have their true sense only when they
concern such a &drya, itis impossible that any state-
ment can be denotative if it concerns something else
than a karya.  Therefore, when a man has observed
that in an exchange between two adult personsa certain
inherently related action of one of them takes place
immediately upon his hearing a sentence uttered by the
other, he concludes with certainty that the denoting
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power of the sentence as inferred by means of circum-
stantial-implication terminates completcly in the kdrya
that has been conveyed by that sentence.”  The véry
awareness of kdrya is known to relate to onc’s own
karya;” so the onlooker, observing the same pro-
cess in the prescnt case, realizes that the one person’s
action hasbeen caused by the other person’s variously
differentiated behaviour: “Surely this person has becn
made aware by the other of this karya that he proceed
to his action immediately upon become aware of what
he has to do.”  This leads the observer to the conclu-
sion that if thercfore the verbal statement is truly
denotative in so far as it serves to convey a kdrya whose
specific motivation conforms to the entire statement,
then whatever bits of meaning come to mind as a result
of the addition or omission of words are denoted by
these words only in strict accordance to this karya,
which thus constitutes the primarily known principal
element of the statement. In such a statement the
imperative and optative verbal terminations,” which
unvaryingly give rise to a knowledge of karya,
convey by themselves the body of the ka7ya, whereas
the indicative etc. terminations are subject to a con-
textual relation with the karya by describing consequent
matters which requircd by the karya, c.g. a person’s
qualification to accomplish it etc.”®

37. Take for example the statement that a son
has been born to the person spoken to, a purely sub-
stantive statement; the aggregate of words which
convey nothing more than this bare fact that a son has
been born, is not definitely proved to possess the power
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of denoting the postulated birth of the son by means of
such resultant effects as cheerful looks or joyfully
bristling hairs on the part of the father.® For, itis
impossible to establish-definitely that the occurrence of
a cause for various joys in future, past and present is
really due to the denotative power of the statement.
Therefore, also in the case when we have a verb in the
present indicative collocated with words that have their
proper signification (in that they refer to things that
presuppose no other means of knowledge), it must be
assumed that in it we have a substitute with a positive
(i.e. injunctive) denotation of words without actually
having explicit reference to a £drya’?

38. A person knows that a certain word hasa
certain denotation, when it is known what is the deno-
tation, of the other words with which it is collocated.
It is proved that words have the power of denoting
things only in so faras they are contextually connected
with a karya; consequently, their validity concerning
an established fact is based on this that they give rise
to the notion of &drya.

It is contended that this denotation of &drya is only.
occasional in words,” but this contention is incorrect;
the ground for words to be denotative is that they deal
with a karya, so that the contention suffers of the vice
of being unproved. For a notion that arises from a
verbal statement can never terminate in any object
whatsoever that is not a karya.

The cognitions of contextual relations which arise
immediately upon hearing a profane statementare said
to derive, not from Verbal Testimony, but from
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Inference.”® Thus it is right that these cognitions do
not terminate in karyas. ’ .

39. Ifitwere not accepted that verbal staéements
always bear on &dryas, on what grounds then could an
indicative statement like agnikotrari jukoti “he offers the
agnihotra” be accepted as an injunction? Or if it be
claimed that in this case, even though the statement as
it stands has no complete validity, it is accepted as an
injunction in order to ensure that it subserves a pur-
pose, we reply that this claim is incorrect, since the
operation of means of knowledge is not dependent on
purpose, but rather is the acceptance of purpose depen-
dent on the operation of the means of knowledge. It
is not proper to assume that since one does not like to
find rocks when one is looking for gold therefore one
finds gold! As long as we do not assume that a state-
ment is denotative only when it bears on a karya, we
cannot assume that a verb in the present indicative

contains an injunction.

40. In the same manner the meaning of the
upanigads must also be interpreted as being subordi-
nate to such injunctions as “One mustknow the sou},
meditate on it, etc.””?® which are expressed in differnt
passages; this meaning, then, is that one must know
the omniscient soul which is beatitude, i.c. an injunc-
tion. That the soul is the object of an injunction does
not by itself however prove that the soul exists asan
established fact; for there can also be an injunction
that a certain thing be such while actually it is not so;
for example the injunction, “Know your father in
someone who is not your father,”” or “Know that the

5
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syllable OM, which is not the udgitha, is the udgitha.””®
All statements that sct forth the reality and the
cternality of the soul only serve to convey that there is
a spiritual agent, who is required in order to experience
the otherworldly fruits that arc mentioned in ritual
injunctions where the time of fruition is not speci-
fied.®

Therefore, no verbal statement whatever isa means
of knowing a thing as suck. Thus, by denying thatthe
arthavidas, ®? too, can serveto convey knowledge of
Juacts like Rudra’s weeping, it is shown that they merely
serve to give praise in contextual connection with an
injunction, which may be comparatively remote.?*

41. To conclude, it follows that the postulated
divine person, whose personality is the product of the
baseless beliefs of people that have failed to consider
the true denotation of preceding or succeeding state-
ments, is eliminated, with which we conclude our
cxtensive discussion,

42, 1Itis proved now that the pre-eminence of that
postulated person cannot be borne out by Scripture.
Let us, further, suppose that Scripture can indeed
convey knowledge of facts; even so, what possible basis
is there for the assumption that there exists a person
who knows d&arma and adkarma, when we take into
account the cognition that arises from injunction?
Omniscience® is possible only if the omniscient person
knows the objects exactly as they are known by means
of the different means of knowledge ;- for therc is no
statement which declares omniscience by cancelling the
normal means of knowledge. Even'if there were such
a statement, ‘it would have to be explained as an
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arthavada since its word-meanings would not allow of,
mutual relation. A cognition about a sentence-mean-
ing arises from the individual words and it presupposes
in these words such properties as appropriateness
etc. which are learnt through other meansof know-
ledge; now we wonder how.such a cognition could
arise at all, if therc were a conflict with thesc other
means of knowledge thatare required primarily for the
cognition to arise! If a statement  concerning an
object that is contradicted by perception etc., were
authoritative, who could then reject the identity of sun
and sacrificial pole?® And if there is a person who
possesses this peculiar excellency, what happens to the
authority of the texts which is sought to be proved ?¥
43. OsjectioN. However, those who follow the,
Pajicaratra clan have the tradition that this Paficaratra
has been composed by this person.
ReruTaTION. But why do the Pasupatas then not
agree with their view? They, too, claim that the
sovereign of the universe is the promulgator of their
own system, and others have the same claims, Now
they cannot all of them be omniscient, because then it
would be impossible for them to set forth mutually
contradictory teachings. The same ground which
allows one among several discussants to prove an
omniscient promulgator must hold equally for all of
them.. But which one among the many omniscient
beings who propound: mutually conflicting teachings
while claiming cach for himself the prerogative of
omniscience, which one do we conclude is the one and
only omniscient God? As the text says, “If therc arc
several ominiscient beings who propound incompatible
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.‘doctrines and if for cach of them thec arguments are
equally valid, then whom can we elicit as the true and
only one?”®® When each ominiscient being is assumed
on the ‘basis of one’s own Tantra doctrine sincé the
various tantric: doctrincs are mutually in conflict, the
result will be that none of them is authoritative. '

44. On_pzc:uoN. " Hew can the teachmg usasu-
deva hnmself who is wcll knows in Revelation and
Tradmon, be brought to the same Ievel as other
Tantras'-’ For the mamfestanon of HIS power has Jbeen
révealed'i in the Purusa Hymn, “The earth spr.-mg from
his feet the quarters ‘of the sky ﬁrom his ears ;"% and
agnm, “The creator created sun and moon as before Hi
hkewxsc, “H: n Brahmd, he'is Snva-”“' “sznu(s
hxghest step 392 “No one is his lord in th xs'warld no,
one his commander he has no sign.”*?  In this way,
the statements of Revelation describe his manifestation
chardcterized by His origination, maintenance and
annihilation of the world. 'Similarly, the Tradition:
“From Visnu arose the world, in him does it subsist;
he is the one who causes it to exist and to perish,” said
Pariara® ; Manu, too, declared that'He is the lord :

“Narayana is above the unmanifest, and the World-egg
is produced by the unmamfest 98

.« This Supreme Pcrson who is contmually( praised
for.His knowledge and supremacy in the statements of’:
Revelation and of the sages has created Paficaratra. If
this Tantra is then on a Icvel with Tantras that are
apostate from the path of Revelation, then one might
as well reason that a soma-drinker is on a level witha
wine-drinker, just because he.is a drinker! Is this
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Tantranot superior? Whercfore, then, are the qualities
of immaculate knowledge, supremacy etc. of the
Bhagavin not currently attributed also to the Destroyer
of the Three Cities in the texts of Revelation? There-
fore. it is absurd to hold the cquality of the Tantras
promulgated by both. Or, since He is the God who
is the cause of the origination, protection and destruc-
tion of the universe and for whom the entire Vedanta
furnishes evidence to the exclusion of anyone else, how
could He promulgate a :doctrine that is outside the
palcs of the Veda? M ‘

45. OsjectioN. Nevertheless,” a fair number
of érutls are found which ascribe omniscience and
ummpotcncc to lord Paéup'\tl as well: “He who is all-
knowing, omniscient;”?” “The supreme great sovereign
of sovereigns.”®

RerLy. Bysecondary denotation these two words
“omniscient’”” and “sovcrcign’ apply not only to the
one who actually is omniscient and sovereign, but also
to others, not excepting God Siva, who are as it were
all-knowing and supreme. Besides, if in the above
quotation yal: sarvafiiah farvavit the word Sarvajiia were
indeed used todescribe the omniscient one, there would
be tautology of sarvasit.

'

Consequently, the word sarvajiia refers only to
Mahideva; and so the Skanda-Purina, Linga-Purina
and other Puranas exhaust themselves in describing this
all knowing and sovereign character of Siva. There-
fore, since the PaSupata Tantra has been promulgated
by this Pasupati, it acquires authority in this way; but
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the reversion of the authority of all Tantras in con-
sequence of their mutual contradictions applies to this
Padupata Tantra too.

-,. 46. Further, granted that the Lord Vasudeva is
the Person known in the upanisads, how then can the
theory be held of him that he has promulgated the
Paficaratra Tantra which conflicts with Revelation-—of
him who said, “Revelation and Tradition "are 'my
commands ?’® Thus we conclude that there has been a
deceiver who assumed' the name of -Visudeva' and

under that name composed the 'Tantra under

discussion.

Or else,’ suppose that Vasudcva mesclf ruler of
theentireuniverse; was the promu]gator of this Tantra;
they'still say that Hari, whose personal mamfestatmns
are deceptive because of his power of mnsxon, has,
promulgated these unholy texts dccewmgly under the
guise of holy texts in order to destroy the whole mass
of enemies of the gods. " Now, has he indeed composed
this Tantra, leading the faithful into the mysterious
abyss of his grand power of illusion, or not? This is
the question that now arises. How are we to resolve
it? Or are we rather to understand that ke composed
this Tantra while he himself was in crror, since it is not
accepted by the followers of the Veda, just as the
doctrine of the Jainas is not accepted? That the
followers of the Veda do not accept it has been set
forth at length above.” Consequently, then,
Paficardtra Tantra is not authoritative becaise' it
derives from the cognition of an independent Person.

47. Nor is it proper to ‘argue the validity of the
Panicaratra Tradition ““like the Manu Tradition etc,”!
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If the God has composed the Tantra aft er having, like
manu etc., learnt the meaning of the Veda from a
teacher who was satisfied with his pupil’s obedience,
then the assumption that He was independent is pur-
poseless and false. It is not borne out by human
experience that the Veda was immediately manifest to
him, even though he never learntit. The defects
which the Author of the Virttika enumerates, those of
personal superiority and inferiority etc.,'°? are all to be
presumed in the case of Paficaratra,

48, Moreover, the Saivite, Pasupata, Buddhist,
Jainist, Kapalika and Paficardtra teachings are tradi-
tionally known as heretical. On the basis of the
distinction between Vedic and Tantric we arrive at the
conclusion that Pajicardtra is outside the Veda.
“Tantra is of four kinds: Saiva, PaSupata, Saumya
and Liaguda; thus are described the divisions of
Tantra; onc should not confusc them.” Likewise:
“There are three distinct doctrines, the Bhakta, the
Bhigavata and the Sitvata;” this description of the
divisions of Tantra is also found in Paficaratra,

49. Furthermore, that a doctrine destitute of all
logic and embracing the view that the soul knows
birth, which is rejected by Revelation and Tradition,
should be Truth is a highly ludicrous contention. Thus
we find the gruti, “Verily, this soul is unperishing,
essentially indestructible; it is not conjoined with
size 3 and, “This dies without the soul; the soul
does not die.”'®

OsjecTion. Thisis all very well, but all that this
statement says is that the soul is not destroyed, not
that it is not born.
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ReruraTion. No, hy stating that it cannot be
destroyed, it also decides that it cannot be born; it is
impossible that an entity that has been born does not

perish.
Ogjecrion. Nonetheless, from the emphasis which
in the statement ‘“only sat was here ..”*% is aid on the
uniqueness ‘of sat, it follows that there were no souls
before the time of creation. Had the individual soul
existed before why then this emphasis of ‘‘only sat” on
sat’s absolute solitariness ? '

RrruraTioN. The reply to this is that here the
emphasis on sat’s uniqueness is with regard to the
elements of wind, water and ether that were about to
be created by sat. Were the seul excluded by this
statement of sat’s solitariness, then the soul’s origin
would have been described in the sequel, just as the
creation of ether is described. This is not done; there-
fore the soul does not know birth, since in the sequel
“That sat created fire, etc.” we do not hear of the
creation of the individual soul.

OsjecrioN. However, in the text yato va imani
bhutani etc.’” we hear that the souls too know origin,
continuance and rcabsorption,  Here the word bhita
denotes the jiva, the individual soul; for thus we find
the word used in the passage bhramayan sarvabhittani.,'*®
The verb jivanti they live” in the text can only apply
to the souls, the expression fena jdyante by whom they
are born™ evidently refers to these same souls. :

Reruration. This is not right.  The word bhiita

ly d only the el ts ether, wind, fire,
If the word is used for something

water and carth.
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else, it is used metaphorically. Of these elements,
ether etc. which are primarily understood by the word
bhiifa, it is stated that they are variously modified'®
and that they live. The verb “they live”” describes a
condition of being analogous to living. And if the
word bkiita be used in the sense of individual soul,
then too the statement declares that the soul is born
only in the sense that its entrance into a body isa
birth. Therefore, when the word ékila refers to the
individual soul, it can rightly be said thatthe souls are
born, just as it is said that the cow, once born walks
about. There are $rutis to this effect, like “For the
soul, unborn, alone—"'*'* and we also have other $rutis
which declare that the soul is unborn. Similarly, the
word of the Lord: “Know that both matter and spirit
are without beginning;”’'"t <this ancient spirit is un-
born, eternal, everlasting ;"' “it is never born nor
does it die”*"s etc. Finally there is the syllogism: the
individual soul in question never knows birth; for,
while being substantial, it is bodiless, as it consists of
spirit, like the Supreme Soul.

50. Thereare some who notice thclogn:aldcfects
inherent in the view that Scripture of a personal
origin, which we have explained above, and having no
other course open posit that Tantra too must be
eternal, Against this position, we state that it is
sublated by the fact that its author, who is patent
euough and tacitly remembered, is not forgotten at
all; and hence this position does not deserve our
notice. !

51. Besides, why has the argument about the
PiSupatas etc, been swept aside with a stick? If one

6
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replies, let the argument stand, we shall have the
defect of mutual exclusion. ‘- And Visudeva’s author-
ship of the Tantra, which is commonly known to
everybody, can no more be rejected than the prefer-
personal origin of the Veda. Or else, if someone says
that any of the three means of knowledge is in the case
of Pisupata Tantra cancelled by non-appearance,*
reversion and dubiety, thc answer is, your own postu-
lation applies equally well to the Liguda doctrine'™,
and once you know this, it is refuted. Your worship
better keep quiet. ’
. 52. Tosumup, For the reasons set forth above
we maintain that the exposure of this Tantra’s incom-
patibility with Revelation, Tradition, Epic and Purina
aswell as with the cenclusions of our logical demonstra-
tion, and the inacceptability of this Tantra ‘to all
exemplary persons go to show that the Paficardtra texts
must have been composed by someone who pretended
to teach a path that would lead to heaven and salva-
tion, but actually wished to deceive the world. Con-
cerning.its apocryphal character,” which we have now
exposed; we have the declaration: ¢“The traditional
teachings that are outside the Veda and all other false
doctrines remain fruitless in the afterworld, for they
are considered to derive from famaes’’ Those who
follew the Veda are forbidden te speak with thosc who
follow such evil paths: “The following are not to be
honoured even with a word: heretics, criminals,
impostors, crooks, thieves and hypocrites are not to be
honoured even with a word.” mo
1 53. " In the manner' presented above the prima-
faci¢ case can be made .that the Pafcaritra in its
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entirety has no validity whatever as a means of
knowledge.  Against this prima-facie case we now sub-
mit that the Tanira in question must be accepted as
valid, because it produces faultless knowledge, like the
scriptural statements on the Vedic sacrifices jyotistoma
etc. . .

54. Now, such defects as are clicited by the
science of logic cannot be detected in this inference.
Let us consider the Object of the Proposition. The
Object of the Proposition is, by definition, the content
of a certain thesis is proposed ; it is aterm which itself
is established, and of which it is now to be proved that
it is particularized by another term, which is also
established."” In the present case the term which
particularizes the object is not unknown, for this term,
sc. “validity,”” is for both parties cstablished with
regard to the valid means of knowledge, Perception,
Inference, Verbal Testimony etc. Nor is the subject
itself unknown, for the Paiicaritra system is known
universally. Nor is the Object to be proved already
proved, for this Object, “The Paficaritra is valid,” is
not proved for the opponent. Nor is this Object in-
compatible with Perception, since its opposite, sc. non-
validity, is beyond perceptual verifiability. Nor is this
Object incompatible with Inference, because no
inference proving non-validity is found.

5S. Osjecrion. But such an inference is actually
found : Paficaritra Sastra is non-authoritative, because
it is non.Vedic, like Buddhism.
ReruraTion. We reply, What is this non-
authoritativeness which this reasoning secks to prove?



44 AGAMA PRAMANYAM

If it is defined by the fact that the Tantra does not
produce knowledge, then this definition militates
against Perception ; for the knowledge which arises in
a student, who is able to comprehend the relation bet-
ween, word and mcaning, concerning the meaning of
the sentences of Paiicaritra Sistra he hears is per~
ceptually evident. Nor is the predicate, sc. “non-
authoritativeness,” defined by dubiety, since then we
have the same coaflict with Perception; for the state~
ment, “One must worship the four-armed Suprcme
Person in the centre of the lotus,” does not occasion a
doubtful cognition: *“Must one worship Him thus or
not ?”’ Nor, in the third place, is the predicate. defined
by reversion, since there is no non-apprehension of
what should be there,'® and since, the presumption of
future reversion militates against Perception and would
put an end to all operations. This point’ shall be dis-
cussed in detail Jater en.

56. @pjection. Still, the proposed validity of
Paficaratra militates agaiust Scripture. Since in
Paficaratra Agama we have its meaning conveyed
exactly as it is, this conflict between Scripture and
Paficardtra is not vicious only if Paficaritra is not
authoritative.

RerutaTion, Why, if that were so, that would
mean that if its authority is disproved by Scripture
it is proved by Inference, and if it is proved by
inference it is disproved by Scripture;V" which isa
vicious circle.,

57. Besides, what does this mean, ‘being non-
Vedic, or outside the Veda?”’ If it means that
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Paficaritra is different from the Veda, we have an
occasional application to Perception etc,, which are
also different from the Veda. 1f, inorder to avoid this
defect, the ground is thus specified, ‘because, while
being language, it is different fromthe Veda,’ we have
a hetvantaram deadlock, which, as they say, occurs when
into a syllogism with an unqualified ground and addi-
tional qualification is accepted.!®® Also, we then have
an occasional application to the statements of Manu,
which also are language and different from the Veda.
If then, my slow-witted opponent, in order to remove
this defect from your ground you claim that being
outside the Veda means “not deriving from the Veda,”
then what do you, logician, think of it ?

Well, by this definition of the ground we get the
meaning, ‘“something, namely in case thereis question
of language-statements, is non-Vedic, because it does
not derive from the Veda.’ But then there is an
occasional application to the Veda itself, which does
not derive from the Veda! When the ground is re-
defined us “because it does not derive from the Veda,
in case of a language-statement but not a Vedic state-
ment,” then again there would inevitably be an occa-
sional application to statements of reliable persons
which do not derive from the Veda and yet are valid,
like  Thereare trees on the siver-bank.” If the reason
is further corrected into: “because it does not derive
from the Veda, namely, in case of a language-statement
—but not a Vedic statement—and this statement con-
cemns an action to be taken,” then still we have a vicious
applicability to such precepts as “One must eat little
when one has indigestion.””  Again, if the ground is
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then reformulated as ‘because it does not derive from
the Veda, in case of a statement specified by all the
above specifications and also concerned with dharma
and adharma,” then this ground is partly impertinent,
because Paficariitra Sastra does not deal with dharma
and adharma exclusively, since the great majority of its
statements concern Brahman. If then, the specifica-
tion is added ‘“..when it deals with objects that arc
outside the scope of other pramanas,” then again the
ground does not fully apply, for hundreds of §rutis
demonstrate that the Perception of God encompasses
all things related to dharma and adkarma. We shall
discuss this point presently ;**! this suffices for the time
being to expose the baseless fancies of those who have
not made a study of Aksapada’s***system. Othercon-
ceivable inferences will be presented; and rcfuted,
later on. ) . '

We conclude therefore, that the proposition
sPagicardtra is authoritative,” is not in conflict with
Inference. B

568. Nor is it in conflict with Scripture, for
hundreds of scriptural st ts, like idam mahop
nisadam, will be adduced which sct forth that
Paficaratra is authoritative.  There are no grounds to
suspect in our proposition anyone of the three kinds of
contradiction of language-statements; namely, con-
tradiction within the terms of the statement 3 contradic-
tion with one’s own thesis; or contradiction with
universally accepted facts.

: - First, there is no contradiction within the state-
ment, | This type of contradiction is of three kinds : of
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mere utterance; or utterance of property ; and of
utterance of substance. ~ Firstly, the proposition is not
contradicted by its mere utterance, for the statement of
the thesis “Paficaritra Sistra is authoritative’ docs not
cancel its own content, as does, for instance, the
statement: ‘‘During my entire life I have kept
silence.”  Sccondly, there is no contradiction through
utterance of property, as for example the statement :
““All statements arc untrue;” for the authoritativeness
predicated of Paiicaritra does not cancel the proposi-
tion. Thirdly, there is no contradiction throuvgh
utterance of substance, since in the given substance a
connection with the given property is not contradictory:
Pajicardtra is not contradicted by its property authorita-
tivcness, as motherhood is contradicted by the property
sterility.  For upon the asscrtion of the authoritative-
ness of the substance in question, it is not contradicted
by any particular substance named in Revelation,
since the imputation of questionableness is secondary,
as in the case of the assertion that certain acts of
violence which are enjoined are against the dharma,!?
There is, therefore, no contradiction by language-
statement ; so that we conclude that the proposition is
presentable.

59. Nor is the ground affected by logical defects,
like occasional application etc. The ground is not
occasionally applicable to other terms.  This fallacy of
occasionalness is of two kinds, general occasionalness
and special occasionalvess.  An instance of| the first
kind provides the ground in the argument : “Theearth
is eternal, because it is knowable.”'#*  Of the second
kind: “The earth is eternal, because it, possesses
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smell.”?* Our ground, namely, ‘Paficaritra is authori-
tative, because it produces faultless knowledge’, does not
apply equally whether it is authoritative or not, which
would render the ground generally-occasional.!?® For
this ground, namely its being a cause of faultless know-
ledge, has not been found before in the alternative pro-
positions that Paiicaratra is deceptive and hence non-
authoritative. Neither does the groundhave a specially-
occasional application, because the illustration “like
statements on Vedic sacrifices such as jyotistoma etc.”
shows its connection with other instances on the same
side of the argument.

Nor is the ground precluded, since there is no con-
comitance of its opposite; being a cause of faultless
knowledge is not invariably accompanied by non-
authoritativeness. Nor is the ground cancelled by
lapse of time, since there is no cenflict with Percep-
tion and in this it is analogous with Scripture.

Nor is the ground itself unproved or unestablished.
If a ground is unestablished, this is because either its
locus or its essence is unestablished. The first daes not
apply, for its locusis Paficaratra Sastra, which is proved
to exist. Nor does the second apply: for therc are
three ways in which a ground may be unestablished as
to its essence : through ignorance, through dubiety, or
through reversion. Ignorance does not apply, as
follows from the fact that the words describing the
ground are pronounced.'”” Nor does dubicty apply,
for that the ground is correct is undoubted and self-
evident to the defender of the proposition, while for
the apponent the same i casily proved by the fact that
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no defects are apprehended in it. That the ground
would be unestablished through reversal is utterly out
of the question. ,

60. OspjecTion. But how can we discard the
supposition that the Paficaratra texts are faulty?!?
This supposition arises instantly since the texts are of
personal origin.

ReruraTion. How do youavoid the same supposi-
tion in the case of the Vedas? There too it arises
instantly, since the Vedas are language-statements.
When you reply, it is avoided because the Vedas have
no personal author, then you may realize that in our
case, too, it is avoided, since the Tantras have been
compoased by the Supreme Person, who is omniscient
and eternally satisfied, and you may keep quiet !

What I mean to say is this. Our position is that
in language as such there are no defects that invalidate
its authority®®; as language, language is authoritative,
Its anthority is in certain cases invalidated by defects
in the character of the speaker, for instance in a
language statement, * There is a herd of elephants on
my finger-tip.” The statements in the upanisad
portion of the Veda remove whatever suspicion we may
have about any defects in the character of the speaker
in the text collection here under discussion. For the
Vedanta texts sct forth that the omniscient Lord of
the world is supremely compassionate ; then how can
we suppose Him to be deceitful etc.?

61. OpgjectioN. However, 1 have said that
language statements have no authority when they
concern established facts, on the ground that when
terms are applied to such facts they do not have proper
denotative power.

7
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ReruTAaTiON. This view is not correct. Profane
language, eliciting a fact by direct application,:even
though this fact is established, really operates ‘its
denoting power as fully as it does by applications which
concern kiryas. Consider the illustration that has been
given above!®, When certain manifestations (of joy) in
a man’s face, which follow on his hearing the
statement ““A son has been born to you,” make it
appear that the man spoken-to is happy, one instantly
understands that his happiness is the result of his
receiving from this statement a knowledge of an
agreeable meaning, and one then infers that, for a
medium-aged person too, this happiness derives from
the statement. Thus one concludes that, since this
happiness came to exist upon the existence of the
statement, the statement itself has the power to convey
an agrecable meaning. If there arises a doubt as to
which particular ground of happiness among the many
different grounds that may occur according to past,
present and future, then consider this. A young boy,
who wants to understand the meaning of speech,
immediately upon hearing the same statement receives
knowledge that a birth ceremony is being held. He
thinks to himself, There must be a reason for this.”
Then he considers, “Is the agreeable meaning which
has been understood from the statement the cause of
this knowledge that a birth ceremony is to be held ?”
and he realizes that this meaning was precisely this

that a son had been born.' ’

. And on that issue: Definite knowledge of the
donation of words in a sentence is had through the
words that are included or excluded. This being so,
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words denote their meanings, whether these are
established things or not.

62. Osjection. However, the relation of cause
and effect is not just known from the fact that one
comes into existence upon the existence of the other,
for that would mean over-extension. Nor does the
realization that a birth ceremony is to be held follow
invariably upon the knowledge of an agreeable mean-
ing; for we findalso that the same realization follows
upon a feeling of distress, namely when the informed
father is vexed by the trouble of maintaining his
family.'

ReruTaTION. Don’t we find that the realization
of a kdrya is caused by a verbalstatement, so that we
can agree that, forexample, the realization that a cow
is to be fetched following a statement “Fetch the cow”
is indeed caused by that statement? When you say
that, since this realization cannot occur without a
cause therefore the proximate statement must in that
case be the causc of the realization, then I maintain
that the same holds also in the case of “A son is born.”

It has been decided by our opponent that the
verbal denotation of a meaning which causes an action
to be taken is a result of the inclusion in the statement
of a lisadi suffix.”*s He who maintains that all words
only bear meaningfully on £4rya, maintains in effect

that paddrthas'® exist only in kdrya statements and that
e.g. in the case of cows, horses and the like, which are
related to bodies, their being a paddrtha is ascertained
by the inclusion or exclusion of the words denoting
them in a statement concerning kdrya. If he says,
indeed, whenever their being a padartha is significantly
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construed, it is construed just as connected with kdrya,
we reply, Stop being obstinate; for verbal exchange is
also possible through denotation of. words that are
connected with other things than karyas. '
© 63. It is necessary to accept the position that
words are «denotative of connected meanings, for
otherwise it would be impossible to explain that they
are denotative of meanings connected with kiryas.
The definition: ‘the thing meant by a word is always
connected with a kirya’ fails to cover the defined topic
completely ; for it does not apply in the case of
injunctive suffixes, since these suffixes denote their own
meanings as connected, not with karya, but with
consequences of already established facts, such as
proper qualification on the part of the person enjoined
etc.”” Or if it is said that in their case there is
denotation of connected meanings and in the other case
denotation of meanings connected with kirya, we reply
that this is a ncither old nor young, argument ;% it is
more appropriate simply to accept the view that there
is denotation of connected meanings in general.

64. Therefore, the adherents of all schools should
accept that words have proper denotation for the
meanings they denote because these meanings are
connected with other meanings that are required to
complete the sense of the statement, are closely
collocated and are appropriate. Even if the denoting
power of language were to be understood only through
its proper signification in kirya statements alone,'”’
even s0 it iscorrect when we decide the denotation of
language to take the standpoint that £drya is just one of
the inessential factors of denotation, like the identity
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of the speaker, the extent of space in which a statement
can be heurd etc.  The logicians hold the view that
the meaning of a language statement cannot be known
except by language statement."*® Conscquently, there
exists no inherent relationship with kdrya as cause of
denotation in uses of words that have their proper
signification, just as is the case with floating precious
stones on water, Just as this floating, however helpful
it may be to determine the identity of certain diamonds,
e.g. the brahmin diamond, serves no purpose when a
stone is being ‘transacted which has already been
properly identified, similarly thekarya,however helpful
to understand the proper signification of a word, serves
no purpose once its proper signification has been
identified.

65. Moreover, if words denote their meanings
only as connected with kirya, then how can we know
from them that, for example, there is a relation
between a fruit and a river-bank, is in a statcment :
‘ There is a fruit on the river-bank?”> If you say
that a statement of such a substantive relation does not
denote the relation it states through its primary sense,
but through secondary sense, then, we may ask, where
do statements then have their primary sense ? If you
answer : in a kdrya which is not previously known
through other means of knowledge, we reply : no, for
then no use of words would be possible, since their
meaning would not yet have been identified. Naturally
there can be no knowledge of the meaning of a word
when that word denotes a meaning not previously
known through other means of knowledge, and no
cogaition can arise from words with unknown meanings,
for that would entail over-extension.
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66. OsjecTion. My position is this. In ordinary
language a statement is understood to have its
proper signification when it bears on a kdrya that is
to be accomplished with a certain action. In Vedic
language a statement en joys a special power of denota-
tion which ‘transcends the transitory root-sense of the
word ¢ sacrificing *, and it has this power of denotation
because it is the means of realizing a certain fruit
and acquires this power on account of the collocation
of words describing this fruit; whereas in ordinary
language, since there verbal exchange is possible also
to the unsophisticated, this determination of the nature
of word and meaning is not attended to,

ReruraTioN. This position is just wishful think-
ing; for a language statement, even if understood in
your way as bearing meaningfully only on a &arya to
be accomplished with an action,”’ does rot by that
token set forth a permanent Zarya,"*° since that would
mean over-extcnsion. If we cannot know the true
connection of words even when the usage of our elders,
through which the denotations of these words is under~

stood, takes place in accordance with these words, then
we can never know their connection! Ifa language
statement has lost its postulated true denoting power
because it is impossible, it does not thereby acquire
another denoting power. In such cases we surely
must assume laksana.!*! For when certain words are
collocated that have incompatible meanings, these words
do not therefore denote something else altogether, for
then all word meanings would become unreliable.

67. Besides, we do not admit that the fact that a
word has the power to communicate a &drya that is not
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previously known through other means of knowledge
proves that there actually exists a relationship between
itself and the fruit of the action it enjoins. The only
relation proved of it is that with injunction, not with
instrumentality. That in a statement there subsists a
relation with a kdrya which transcends the root-sense of
the verb cannot be proved except by the relation of
kirya with the fruit of the act, and the latter relation
cannot be proved without the former. And therefore
there is a vicious interdependence that cannot be
refuted. If there is no factor which activates the
person who, according to the injunction, is specified by
the heaven that is to be achieved, the injunction itsclf
cannot be the means of achieving the desired heaven.
The root-sense of the words being transitory, the
statement itself cannot function as this means!%
Therefore the assertion that a language statement
communicates as its proper meaning a kiarya which
exceeds this transitory root-sense, cannot be correct. A
person is not specified hy heaven as the object to be
achieved,'*’ but it is the person who desires heaven who
is enjoined upon to accomplish the act. Heaven can-
not be the specification of the person’s qualification,
because heaven is yet to be achieved. Only something
that has already been achieved, that actually exists, can
specify the person upon whom an act is enjoined, for
instance, the real fact of his being alive etc. Conse-
quently only his desire can specify his qualification for
the act.
68. Furthermore, precisely how is heaven, which
in your opinion functions as the specification of the
person enjoined, an object to be realized, a sadhya?
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If its being a sadhy means that it is fit for a relation
with a sadhana, it is impossible for heaven to be siddha,
as: long as its relatability obtains, since it cannot
become siddha in the meantime.'* The only authority
that exists for heaven becoming siddfa in the end is the
injunction itself, while the only authority for the
injunction is just this that heaven does become siddha.
This is plainly a vicious circle. If heaven is the sidhya,
the injunction is not the sadhya. It is not possibleto
combine two sadhyas in one sentence.

69. OsgjecTioN. Indeed, the unity of a sentence
is broken up's when it contains two sadhyas that are
independent, but not when the two are interdependent.
And here the two sddhyas are interdependent since the
realization of heaven is contained in the realization of
the injunction. Thatis what the Author says: *“When
the niyoga is realized, everything else in accordance
with it is also realized;” and: “Why should the
realization of the fruit not be held to be subservient to
the realization of the injunction ?*"¢ Therefore there is
no conflict here.

ReruTaTiION. No; unless heaven is realized, how
can the injunction be realized? Without the realiza-
tion of heaven neither the qualification, nor the
object, nor anything else required by the injunction is
realized.

70. Oszjecrion. In the case of the gualifications
for periodical rites the injunction does not require the
' realization of any fruit.*? Nor does an injunction to
one act fail to apply to a person who really desires
another fruit. The pre-eminence' is really the
injunction’s; a person is enjoined upon by the injunc-
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tion to any act in the same way as he is enjoined upon
to perform the periodical acts. For the injunction
draws uhto itself the desirous person who himself
thinks that the heaven which he desires is the principal
object, in the same way as the injunction to perform
the periodical acts activates a person, even though he
does not desire anything, to these acts which bear no
fruit at all.

Besides, a person who is desirous of heaven also
opens and shuts his eyes; for you these actions do not
subserve his realization of heaven. Why not consider
the sacrificing an action of the same kind? There are
some who do not accept that it is a means of realizing
heaven.

71. RerotaTioN. If that is the view, we ask:
Are the sacrifice etc., ivhich are to be grasped by the
cognition that they are such means, eliminated from
the injunction? On this point: When the injunction
does not mean to convey a relation between the object
to be realized and the means of realizing it, then all
acts are fruitless.

Therefore, it is sound to maintain that from the
injunctive suffixes there results first the cognition that
they are indeed the means to realize the desired object,
and that subsequently the desire for this ob ject prompts

a person to undertake the act of realization. But it is
improper to maintain that the primary denotation
occurs in the expressing of a meaning that was
prevlously unknown, and that the denotation in the
expressing of any other meaning is secondary. We
conclude that ordinary, non-Vedic statements give rise
to cognitions concerning meanings that are just so
established by these statements,
[
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72. OsjectioN. But these cognitions do not arise
from the denoting power of language, but result from
Inference. For these statements, though their denota-
tions in conveying certain meanings are consciously
known once their proper meanings have heen learnt,
do not furnish complete certainty about their meanings
merely upon being- heard by a listener, when they are
accompanied by doubt which is created by the listener’s
observation that in one case or other statements have
deviated from their proper meanings. And, unless
there be complete certainty, the meaning will remain
unknown ; for no knowledge can arise in one’s mind
from uncertainty.

If the meaning of a statement is not known,
the listener wants to discover it: “The speaker uses
words whose meanings apparently admit of being
connected; and reliable persons do not usc words
whose connections are unknown;” and the listener
realizes that therefore the speaker has knowledge of
such a connection.  If the knowledge of connection is
thus inferred, the meaning discovered by the listener
does not require the authority of verbal testimony.
Consequently, since ordinary language statements arc
dependent on the speaker’s cogunition, they terminate
in that cognition through Inference alone, -

73. Reruration. This view is not correct; for
a word conveys its right meaning as its naturl func-
tion, and the obscrvation that in onc case the statement
happened to be untrue under the influence of defects
in the speaker’s character should not give rise 0 a
general suspicion which would cause all statement to
give up its natural capacity of conveying its meaning.
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The suspicion that a firc may not burn in other cases
because in onc case, when obstructed by mantras, it
fails to burn, does not make fire fail to burn! And the
fact that the sensc of vision may give riseto a cogni-
tion which docs not correspond to reality—e.g. that
nacre is silver—as the result of some optical error does
not signify that the visual sense cannot produce true
cognition of the visible presence of a pitcher etc.
Therefore, a statement does indeed instantly
convey a certain meaning to the listener if he knows
the relation between the words and their meanings. It
docs not require knowledge of the basis. Before there
is complete knowledge on the part of the listener about
the basic knowledge of the speaker, and, further, when
the meaning has been expressed, the question rises:
“How does he know this 2’ and Inference proceedsto
resolve that question, You want to infer: ¢Did the
speaker know something #” or wish to infer his knowledge
of the connection of the diff erent meanings. But the
mereknowledge that thespeaker knew something is not
enough for utterance and action concerning a state-
ment—meaning to proceed. Inference of a cognition
concerning the connection of diffcrent meanings is im-
possible without a prior cognition of such a connection.
This being so, the meaning of the statement must be
known first.  For cognitions whose particular objects
are not ed, are not ¢ 1th Ives. Noris
a particular meaning established by cognitions that are
inferred to be such. If yousaythatany word combinga-
tion which is able to convey a certain connection
produces knowledge of just this connection, Imaintain
that the conuection of the particular meanings must be




60 RKoAMA PRAMANYAN

known previously ; unless a connection has already
reached thelevel of cognition it cannot giverise to being
expressed in a statement.

- 74. To conclude, the cognition of an established
fact in statements -like “ there is a fruit on "the river-
bank” is strictly of verbal origin and does not arise
from Inference. ' Therefore the position that statements
praduce valid knowledge only if they deal with a
previously unknown &drya is taken enly by people whose
judgments are'stultified by their continuous preoccupa~
tion with their own theories. In the manner set forth
above it is true that statements may bear meaningfully
and informatively on other meanings as well.

Consequently, all the statements of the Upanisads
which set forth the existence of a categorically different
Person (e.g. *“He is the overlord of the Universe,
sovereign of all. He commands all the world”.!*
¢ All this is manifest to Him'* ctc.””) are authoritative
etc.”) are authoritative as to what they state, since they
produce indubitable and unreversed knowledge of their
contents.

75. Nor do statements concerning established
facts lose their authority simply because of the con-
sideration that repetition or reversion might be antici-
pated on the strength of our assumption that either a
corroborating or an invalidating cognition about the
same facts could conceivably occur; for the same thing
would also apply to statements concerning #drya. Be-
sides, a kdrya can also be known through other means
of knowledge, e.g. the kdrva that firewood is to be
fetched ; for it has been admitted that that kdrya can
also be known through another means of knowledge as
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in the case of the cooking of the odana!®' Or if a
statement which sets forth a kirya about a categori-
cally different act like the agnihotra is held to be
authoritative because no other authority for it can be
conceived to exist,—why, since therc is not a ghost of
other authority for the existence of the Bhagavan whose
personality consists in unsurpassed knowledge, sove-
reignty and beatitude, it is all the same, depending on
what partisan view one takes !

Moreover, if a cognition concerning a content that
is also known through another means of knowledge
does not recognize its own content as authoritative,
since it has already been taken care of by another
authority, this non-authoritativenes of its content is
beyond experience for it is a mere matter of assump-
tion, Therefore it must be-maintained that all indubi-
table and unreversed knowledge is authoritative,
regardless of whether its content is established, or yet
to be performed, or anything else. Hence we reject
our opponent’s position.

76. The objection's? that omniscience is acquired
by means of the regular senses is incorrect,'** because
$ruti contradicts it: ¢ He sces without eyes, hears with
ears; he who does not see with the eye, who sees the
eyes, has neither effect nor instrument;”"** ¢ know-
ledge, strength and action are natural to Him,"!*s etc.
These érutis do not speak metaphorically, for there is
no authority for this assumption. Metaphorical usage
is assumed when the primary meanings of the Srutis
make no sense. Since the primary meaning here makes
sense, the assumption of metaphorical use is baseless.
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' 77. Opjecrion. But in this case we have in fact
reason to cancel the primay meaning, because the
primary sense militates against other means of know-
ledge.

REeruraTion. What other means of knowledge ?
Not, to start, Perception, for we see no Perception
occur which shows that the said Person is non-existent,
If you retort that non-existence is decided by the non-.
apprehension of what should be there, we reply that this
does not hold in our case since the object, that is the
said Person, is actually apprehended through Scripture
itself, which is the highest-ranking among the assembly
of the means of knowledge. Nor does it militate against
Inference; for how could an Inference which disproves
that Person arise at all, slow-moving as it is, when its
object is instantly refuted by the rapidly arising
scriptural cognition ? Moreover, if this were so, the
relation of sacrificing etc. to heaven, apirva>s etc.,
would logically be contradicted by the fact tbat
sacrificing etc. are actions, when Scripture did not
cancel such reasoning. True, the identity of sacrificial
pole and sun, which is asserted by Scripture, is
cancelled by another means of knowledge, namely
Perception alone, because the difference between @
piece of wood and the disc of the sun isindeed obvious.
Besides, in this case it is legitimate to assume
metaphorical usage, for the statcment of this identity
is an arthavdda, since it forms onc single statement with
the proximate injunction about the unction of the
sacrificial pole.'’ Therc is no other injunction to
which it could be accessory as an artkerdda.
Alternatively, inasmuch as the human importance of a
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statement would be lost if there were no injunction to
connect it with, an injunction may be supplemented
and then the arthaviida is regarded as accessory to that
supplemented injunction.

78. The objection'®® thataslong as statements fail
to prompt the operator of thc means of knowledge to
being active or to prevent him from being active, they
do not communicate self-sufficient information, does
not hold good. For, we find that statements have
human importance also outsidc any connectjon with an
injunction ; in such a case it will be as in the statement
““A son has been born to you,” and the like. Nor need
an injunction be supplemented in these cases, For
without an injunction, too, joy arises from the informa-
tion that a son has been born. Likewise, a statement
which is sclf-sufficient in merely expressing particular
actions which questioners want to know in exchanges
of question and answer—eg. ¢ Which action?”
““ Cooking ! ”’—do not require the supplementation of
an injunction, In the upanisadic texts the knowledge
of brahman is declared to be rewarded by great bliss :
““the brahman-knower becomes brahman?* ;13 « the
brahman knower attains the supreme > ; ' < the sdman
cantor attains with brahman all that he desires: e
the human importance of statements without injunc-
tions is quite clear from these and other scriptural

words.

* To sum up, when it is established that the
Bhagavin is the treasury solely of beautiful qualities of
direct universal cognition, compassionateness etc.,
qualities which arc true and natural to Him, and
which we know from hundreds of quoted érutis, then it
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is also established that the Tantra which is based on
His universal cognition is authoritative indeed.

79. OsjecrioN. Granted that, as you have ‘des-
cribed it, there exists some Person who is endowed
with natural omniscience, as it is known from the
upanisads, yet, unless it is absolutely certain that this
Person is indeed Hari, Paiicaratra will not be authori-
tative.
RrruraTion. This is a worthless remark; no
experts in the Veda dispute that the Supreme Soul,
cause of the entire universe, is Visudeva, For He is
revealed in the upanisads as the Supreme Soul:
¢ Truth, knowledge, infinite; that is the supreme step
of Visnu. Visudeva is the ultimate matter, the ulti-
mate spirit *’ %2 ¢« He was alonc beyond who became
this world » ; ¢ higher than whom there is nothing at
all” in accordance with the subject expressed in these
statements there are passages like: “ From whom these
beings ...”> “8at alone, my son..” Therefore Vispu's
perfect knowledge is established by the: upanisads.
And it is not declared in $ruti that the origination,
subsistence and destructian of the world are caused by
anyone but Him. Hence there is a consensus that He
is the supreme omniscient soul. '

That He is the Supreme Soul we learn alsofrom
the statements of Dvaipiyana, Paridara, Niradaand
other great seers. Thus : “ Know theu, O tormentor
of thy foes, that the entire world rests on Vispu. The
Great Visnu creates the totality of creatures, moving
and unmoving. In him they go to their reabsorptiosn,
from Him they originate.”” “The glorious Sage

Nirayana, without beginning or end, is the sovercign
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Lord. He creates the creatures, those that stand still
and those that move. That He is the Supreme
Brahman is also learnt elsewhere. Kesava, O best of
the Bharatas, the Blessed One, is the sovereign, the
supreme soul, the entire universe: thus it stands
revealed in many places of the Scripture.” 63 * For
those who seek to know the supreme principle by means
of many-sided reasonings Hari alone is the Principle,
the great Yogin, Nirdyana the Lord. "%

Likewise in the Dinadharma,

“Padmanibha is the Supreme Soul, the highest
One, the pure One, the Refuge. This is the secret
doctrine of the Veda; dost thou not know, sacker of
cities ? By Hisgrace do we all cause the worlds to exist.
And the trusted ones, and the first among the
immortals, and the gods are held to be His repre-
sentatives. If Vignu is indifferent, no good will come
to us.”

Thus Rudra’sword.'® Similarly, in the Mahi-
bharata and Matsya Puraga,

“He who amongst them is the Supreme Soul, He
indeed is the eternal, unqualified, perfect One; Heis
to be known as Nariyana, for He is the world-soul, the
Spirit.”

Likewise in the Variha Purina,

*“Who, excepting the Lord Narayana, is superior
to the God whose conduct has become the life-order on
the earth ?”’

“There has been no God greater than Nirayana,
nor shall there be; this is the secret doctrine of the
Vedas and the Purinas, O excellent ones.’’

9
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Likewise in the Linga Purana,

+ “Janardana is the sole Spirit, the highest 0ne,-thc
Supreme Soul, from whom Brahma was born; from
Him Rudra and from Him all the world.” -

Likewisc Paragara’s word,'

“The world has originated from Visnu 'and'on
Him itrests. He is the maker of its subsistence and
its destruction.”'s

Likewise in the Manavadharma$astra,'s’

“Nardyana is higher than the unmanifest; the
World-Egg originates from the uanmanifest. Within
the Egg are all these worlds as well as the earth with

her seven continents.

Therefore, the study of these and similar srutis,
smrtis, epical texts and purdnas provcs that Viasudeva
is the universal cause, the Supreme Soul.

80. Nor do the §rutis declare that Rudra is the
Supreme Soul, or that any other deity is. On the
contrary, the followers of the Ekdyana ¢akha'*? say that
he has an origin, and the same is found in the Veda
itself: “Darkness was bere...from which Rudra is
bern; that is the greatest in all the'worlds, that indeed
is the oldest in the worlds.”> *Similarly, Rudra’s posi-
tion is clearly known to bea result of his karman :“He
obtained his greatness by propitiating Vispu,” «From
the forehead sprang a drop; from that Rudra was
born'!)lsg -

These and other érutis declare that Rudra was
born. This being so, the statements that in appearance
convey the greatness of Rudra and others really serve
as laudatory statements, like' the sruti: “the ear is
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brahman.”  Conscquently, the passages in the
Purdnas which declare Rudra etc. to be the Supreme
Soul have not their primary meaning, because they are
in conflict with Perception and Scripture.

81. Concerning the objection that the assertions
of the doctrines of the Tantras are to be rejected since
their greatness is set forth only in non-Vedic Taatric
texts, we say that Visnu is statcd to be the Supreme One
in the texts of the Way of the Vedic doctrine. For
example in the Vispu Purina,

““The Supreme Soul, the Basis of all creatures, the
Supreme Lord is called by the name of Visnu in Vedas
and Upanigads.”*'?

In the Variha Purina,

* The Supreme Brahman is Vignu; the triple
division in the pathways of the Vedic doctrine is here
set forth; theignorant do not know this.”? There has
been no god greater than Niriyana, nor shall there
be; 1 thisis the secret doctrine of Vedas and Pumnas,
‘o cxccllcnt ones.”

Likewise in the Matsya Purdna,

¢ In those acons where saifva prevails, the great-
ness of Visnu is declared. In aeons predominated by
tamas the greatness of Fire and Siva is expounded.’ 17+

Likewise in the Linga Purina,

“For there is no other recourse ordained but
Vispu; this' the Vedas constantly declire, no doubt
about it,”

* Likewise in the Vayu Purapa,
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¢ The Spirit that belongs to the Way of the Veda
is explaind to be the thousand-armed supreme lord of

creatures.”

Likewise in the Bhavisyat Purina,

““Visnu is traditionally known to be the Sepreme
in the pathways of the Vedic doctrine. "Visnu is the
greatest among persons, the most exalted Supreme

Person.”’t7

All this has alrcady been explained in great detail
in the Puru;am'r!m]a”‘ and is therefore not further
enlarged upon here. Therefore, how can our tongue
endeavour to say that the Tantra which is revealed by
Visanu who is known from the Upanisads is false?
For He is such that He has an immediate insight into
the dharma of Consecration, Propitiation etc., by virtue
of the omniscience that is natural to Him.r”

82. Considering that the sensual pleasure to be
had from attainment of heaven, the birth of a son etc.
is inseparable from various forms of misery and does
not, continue for long, the supreme sages Sandilya, .
Nirada and others have rejected this pleasure, which
in their view was really misery, and in order to attain
the release left their dwellings to become mendicants ;
and they have decided definitively that He has created
the Paficaratra Sastra which sets forth the knowledge
and manner o f propitiation of Himself which constitute
the sole means of attaining the unparalleled beatitude
they sought.

83. This argument cannot be extended to other
Tantras, for in the various authors of those Tantras
error etc. is possible. It is impessible that Pcrecption
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or another means of knowledge forms the basis for the
other Tantras, and they themselves do also not claim
that Scripture is the basis. Besides, because they
communicate a meaning that is incompatible with the
conclusions of the upanisads the view that these
Tantras are based on Perception or Scripture is
sublated.

For there are four kinds of followers of the way of
life set forth in thosc Tantras, the Kipilikas, Kila-
mukhas, Pa§upatas and Saivas. The Kipilika doctrine
is described as follows : the reward of release is attained
by knowing what the six mudrikds"® are and by wearing
them, not by knowing Brahman. As they say, “He
who knows the identities of the six mudrikas and is
expert in the supreme Mudrd, and meditates upon the
selfin the vulva posture, attains nirvina.” The six
mudrikas of the Kipilikas are stated to be the earring,
necklace, pendent, head ornament, ashes and the sacri-
ficial theread: there are two more subsidiary mudrds
described, namely skull and skull-staff.  One whose
body is marked by these mudras will not be reborn in
theworld.” Now, the §rutis do not bear out their view
that the knowledge of such paraphernalia, the wearing
9f them and the concentration on the body in the
Immoral vulva posture are means to attain release, for
the grutis expound that release is attainable only by one
who has renounced all sensual desires of this world and
the other world and who concentrates on the soul
V?sudeva as the cause of the entire Universe : "knowing

im one goes beyond death; there is no other path to
tread ctc.’1®

The same is.true of the Kilamukhas who teach
that certain practices, which are condemned by all the
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gistras, like eating from a skull, bathing in and tasting
of n.shcs of cremated corpses, carrying a laguda stafl,
putting up wine-cups and worshipping the deity in
them, will secure all material and immaterial desires:
these teachings are outside the Veda. ‘

84, Also some of the teachings of the PaSupatas
and the Saivas in which compatible and incompatible
clemen are indiscriminately mixed are likewise out-
side the Veda, The Pasupata system is ‘as follows:
there are individual souls which are called pasus,
cattle, and their overlord is Siva, the Lord of Cattle.
To assist the souls Siva has composed the
Paficadhyayi'® There the five Categories are ex-
plained, namely, Cause, Effect, Injunction, Yoga and
the Cessation of Misery. The Cause is of two kinds,
material and instrumental. Rudra is the instrumental
cause and a sixteenth part of him is the material cause.
The Effect comprises the elements from Aakat™® to
carth., The Injunction is stated to comprehend
principally a number of rites, secret practices, bathing
and lying in ashes ctc.””? The Yoga is said to be con-
centration and the muttering of formula, OM ctc.®
The Cessation of Misery is held to be release ; thus the
five Categories are enumerated.—The term frcessation’
of misery” means total and final cessation of misery-
The system holds that this cessation or release is defined
by the annihilation of all the qualities of the differential

soul. .
This conccption of God is held by the Saivas as

well as the others.  And this view of God is entirely,
incompatible with Scripture, for it is revealed in $ruti
that the Supreme Brahman is both the material and the
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instrumental cause of the Universe. Also, it is
repeatedly revealed in the scriptures that release con-
sists in perfect bliss.  As the authoritativeness of these
Tantras is already vitiated by their mutual contradic-
tions, it is not really necessary for them to be rejected
with the stick of the Veda. )

85. Moreover, the Saivas etc. accept stages of
life etc. that are outside the varpdsrama system that is
proved by the Veda and are ‘consequently outside the
Veda. Astheysay,” merely by entcring Consecration
one becomes instantly a Brahmin. A man becomes an
ascetic by accepting the Kapalika vow.”

86. Let it not be said, How could Rudra, who is
very trustworthy, promulgate such a vast collection of
texts which are not authoritative? Nor is it right to
hold that these texts are based upon the recollectionof
an author of the same name as Siva, because the
ground is overextensive. Forthe theorythatthe author
was in error and could be in error, because he was not
Siva but some other person with the same name, can
only follow if the Veda sublates the system; this latter

ground is sufficient to prove the lack of authority of
these texts and entails no overextension to other texts.
And error is not entirely impossible in the case of such
personsas Rudraetc. Or else one may reason that
since Rudra may have composed such a system for the
purpose of deceiving the werld because he is known as
a promulgator of deceitful doctrines, it is not even
necessary to assume error on his part. For thus it
reads in the Varaha Purina,
“For Thou, strong-armed Rudra, must cause
deluding doctrines to be cxpounded, the deceptions of
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Jjugglers and the like as well as conflicting practices.
Having shown that the fruit can be won with litcle
effort, you must delude all these people quickly.”’?

Similarly, the venerable Rudra himself shows
in the same Purina that the Saiva and the like scrip-
tures which are there being discussed are apostate from
the Veda, that only apostates from the Veda are quali-
fied for these doctrines and that their only purpose is
just to deceive them. I have propounded this §astra
as though it were correct doctrine in order to deceive
those who have deserted the Way of the Veda.** From
that time onward, O excellent Ones, the people who
believe in the scriptures promulgated by myself do not
respect the Vedas.!® Thus the Pasupata and like
doctrines are active in the Kali Age."'¢’

Likewise he shows that the worship concerning
himself as it is propounded in the Pasupata Tantras
and other such Tantras is different and aoes not form
part of the worship of the Bhagavan: “The said act of
worship concerning me which is being observed is
really outside the Veda. This ritual called Paupata is
the lowliest and deceives men.*® Only the lowest people
worship me with exclusion of Visnu.”'®  The large
numbers of statements like the preceding ones will not
be written out here, because they are teo numerous. It
isclear enough that those who follow these scriptures
are outside the Veda, as is stated in the same Puripa:
“He cursed those who kept the okservances of hairtuft,
ashes and skull, Be you outside the Veda and disquali-
fied for Vedic rites. In the Kali Age all those who
assume that appearance, wearing hairtuft and carrying
a laguda stick, exhibitng arbitrary observances and
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carrying false lingas about, all these hair-tuft wearing
devotees of Rudra are consumed by the fire of
Brahma’s curse.””'” These practices are well-known
in the Saiva scriptures: “Rosary, and bracelet in the
hand, a hair-tuft on the head, a skull, bathing in ashes
etc.”

Similarly, he declares in the Aditya Purina that
along with relinquishing the Bhagavin they relinquish
the Veda: “Others, those thatwearashesand hair-tufts
as described have formerly been made to rselinquish
the Veda as well as God Niriyana on account of
Gautama’s curse.””'®

Moreover, those fools who pass censure on
Visudeva arc to be regarded as heretics, for thusit is
declared in the Linga Purina, “Thosc who consider
the Supreme Person to be equal (to Siva) are to be
regarded as heretics whoare expelled from the Wayof
the Veda.”19?

To conclude, it is these followers of other Tantras
of whom'® it is said, in the smrtis: “Heretics, crimi-
nals etc.”, that they should not be honoured even with
aword; and thc declaration “Which are outside the
Veda. . .”” refers ta them. Consequently, since it cannot
properly be said of the other Tantras that they are
based either on Veda or on Perception, another cause
must be assumed for them.

87. Opjecrion. If it is true that for these
Tantras another basis must be assumed, let the defect
be granted. But is in your own view knowledge not
self-proved ?

10
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RerFuTaTION. QCertainly ; but this self-validity of
knowledge is here negated by these two defects of
sublation, namely, sublation through Perception and
through Scripture, for both these defects are plain in
their case. The equality of Paficaritra Tantra and
those other Tantras which has been postulated on the
ground that both happen to be Tantra, while in fact
one of the two is incompatible with Scripture and
plainly shows a different provenance, would mean that
Brahmin Murdcr and Horse Sacrificc are on the same
level because both are actions: For in the case of
Paficaritra Sistra we have positive certainty that it is
based on Scripture and Perception.

88. Osjecrion. I made the objection' that if
its being based on Scripture follows from its being
established by the Veda, then it cannot be assumed
that the author was independent.

ReruraTiON. No. Surely, we can assume no
independence in man, but for God it is revealed in
Scripture, e.g., ““To Him'all the world is manifest. . .”
“From fear for Him. . .»

89. OpsjectioN. Butif the Paficaratra traditions
are really derived from the Veda, then’ how is it that
no recollection of the Vedic words which furnishes
this basis has persisted among the Paricaratrikas,
whereas the meaning of thesc words apparently does
persist? It is not right to contend that only the recol-
lection of the meaning is important because that has
purpase while the recollection of the actual Vedic
statements is to be disregarded because it is purpose-
less; for it is not proper to forget that from which the

meaning’s authority derives. ’
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Or if, in order to justify this oblivion, the stand-
point is taken that the doctrine is based on a Vedic
$ikhi which has been lost or which isalways deducible,
then whatever doctrine a person adopts he can always
make authoritative simply by attributing it to a lost
$ikha; howcver, it is hard to prove what a lost or
deducible §3kh3 actually contain.

Or if these traditions are based on an extant
§akha, then others would know it as well as thc author,
and hence his taking the trouble of promulgating these
texts would be purposeless.

ReruraTioN. Thereply to thisis as follows: The
Bhagavin, who has an immediate presentation of the
entire collection of the Veda by virtue of the perfect
knowledge that is natural to Him, observed that his
devotees were not firm enough in their minds to retain
and transmit the lessons of all the various §akhas which
consist of widely scattered injunctions, artharddas and
mantras of many different kinds, and having observed
this he was moved by his compassion to condense the
meaning of the Veda in an easily comprehensible way
and to teachitso. On this showing nothing is un-
éstablished. Asthey say “The blessed Hari took the
essence of the Upanisads and condensed it, the Sage,
out of compassion with his devotees for their con-
venience.”

The other objections made,'* which are equally
applicable to all Traditions of Muaau and the others,
are casily answered by all those who have made a
diligent study of the commentaries on the Tantras and
are not further enlarged upon here.
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90. Onjection. The thesis that the Paficaritra
Tantras are based on the Veda is disproved by the fact
that we find in these very Tantras a condemnation of
the Veda,  For it is said that Sindilya, failing to find
a meaning of human importance in the four Vedas,
leamnt this §istra,

ReFuTATiON. This is the objection of someone
who does not know the distinct meaning of the state-
ment. For this censure does not mean to censure
something deserving of censure, but rather to praise
something else than that which is censured. For
instance, in the Aitareya Brihmana the censure passed
on the pre-dawn oblation *“Morning upon morning
they speak untruth,”'* is understood to praise the
post-dawn oblation. It is as in the Manavadharma-
distra: “The Rgveda is of gods and deities, the
Yajurvedaof man, and the Simaveda of the deceased;
therefore its sound is impure;”"”’ here the censure of
the Simaveda serves to praise the other Vedas. Or as

in the Mahiabhirata: “Formerly the assembled seers
placed the four Vedas and the Mahibharata in the
balance, oneat one side, the other at the other side.
And since in bulk and in weight the latter pre-
ponderated, it is called the Great Bhirata for its bulk
and weight”*®  This is said, notto belittle the Vedas,
but to bestew praise on the Mahibhirata. In this
same way the above statement must be taken as praise
of the Paficardtra. Just as the censure of the pre.dawn
oblation ete. does not really intend censure, since

clsewhere in the same texts they are praised, so will it
be in our case too. In Paficaritra, too, we frequently
find praise of the Veda; for cxample: “Nothing that
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is made up of words is superior to the Veda, thou who
art seated on the Lotus. Thatissaid by the Upanisads
which set forth the knowledge of truth® etc.

91. Besides in the quotation calursu vedesu'®® the
meaning is not that there is no purpose of human
importance in the Vedas butsimply “failing to find
the purpose of human importance which is in the
Vedas...”

OsjecrioN. However, the principal connectionin
this sentence is between “failing to find"* and *‘a pur-
pose of human importance;” not between *“‘purpose of
human importance” and “in the Vedas.”

RerutaTioN. Don’t argue like that, for there is
no ncgation in the sentence.  For it is not so that this
purpose of human importance is absent from the
Vedas; hence the sentence “failing to find that pur-
pose of human importance which is in the Vedas, and
desirous of finding it, he learnt the Paficaratra Sastra,”
conveys that both Revelation and Paiicaritra have the
same meaning.

92, The further objection™ that Paiicaritra is
non-Vedic because of the injunction that those who
are qualified for Vedic sacraments etc. must undergo
such sacraments described as Consecration because
they are propitiations of the Lord, does not hold good.
For such statemen as dgndvaisnavam. . 2 which enjoin
the sacrament of consecration 'upon thase qualified for

Initiation etc. as accessory to the ritual of the

Jjyotistoma etc. do not therefore become non-Vedic.
Or if the ground for its non-Vedic character is the

injunction of sacraments other than the Vedic ones,
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the ground is inappropriate, because of the circular
argument it involves: only if the non-Vedic character
of Paiicaritra Sastra is proved, it is proved that these
sacraments arc rcally different; and if the latter is
proved, it is proved that Paficaritra Sastra is non-
Vedic.

Moreover, the ground is either that the Paficardtra
sacraments are different from all Vedic sacraments, or
that they are different from some Vedic sacraments.
Not the latter alternative, for this would mean that the
sacrament of Initiation ctc. is non-Vedic because it is
different from the sacrament of Tonsure ; nor the first
alternative, because it does not escape the said defect ?
for the sacrament of Initiation is not different from all
Vedic sacraments; and we have said that the
difference (of Paiicaritra sacraments) from Vedic
sacraments is disproved on the ground that Paiicaritra
Sistra is Vedic.

93. The objection?® that Paficardtra is outside
the Veda, because like the Padupata Tantra it is not
included among the fourteen sciences which are held
to be authoritative of dharma, would also have an
occasional application to the texts of the Bharata and
Ramidyana composed by Dvaipiyana and Valmiki.

94. The objection that Paficaratra is non.Vedic
because itis rejected by the blessed Badarayana is
incorrect. For how could the blessed Dvaipiyana®™
be thought to reject the Bhiagavata doctrine, while he
himself is a supreme Bhigavata, model for all the
world? It was he who said, “This has been extracted
from the Bhirata in its full length of one hundred
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thousand §lokas after it had been churned with the
stick of thought, as butter is extracted from curds, and
curds from milk, the Brahmin from the bipeds, the
Aranyaka from the Vedas, and the amrta from the
herbs: this Makopanisada which is consistent with the
four Vedas und the demonstrations of Samkhya.and
Yogais called the Paficaritra. This is bliss, thisis
brahman, this is the summum bonum.  Being consistent
with Rk, Yajuh and Saman and the Atharvingirasas,
this discipline will of a certainty be authoritative.*?*

And in the Bhismaparvan too: ¢Brahmins,
Ksatriyas, Vaiéyas and Siidras as described are all to
worship, serve and honour Midhava according to the
Satvata ritual that has been promulgated by
Samkarsana, at the end of the Dvipara age and the
beginning of the Kali age.”’2%

Also in the Sintiparavan: “Certainly, the
Vaisnava must undergo Consecration with all effort :
for Hari will be particularly graceful to one who has
been consecrated and to no one else, One should
consecrate a Brahmin in spring, a Ksatriya in summer,
a Vaidya in the autumn, a Siidra in winter, a woman
in the rainy season according to the Paificaritra
doctrine.”?®  And likewise: ¢It has been made
commensurate with the four Vedas on the great
Mountain Meru.”*”’

Now, how could Dvaipayana reject the Paficardtra,
which is his own supreme doctrine, comprising the
sense of the Upanisads, as follows from these and
a hundred direct and circumlocutory declarations made
with full respect?
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95. OpjecrioN. But then how to explain the
sttra wlpatlyasambhaoat 220
Rerry. What is the intention of the sitra ?

OsjecTioN.  The following: Since it is expounded
in thc Bhigavata Sistra that the individual seul has an
origin, and since this is impossible as it militates
against Scripturc and Logic, therefore this gastra is
erroneous.

RepLy. Ifthatis the meaning of the siitra, then
how can the siitra be intended to reject the Paficaratra
Sastra? For the Paficaritra Sistras do not accept that
the individual soul has an origin, which assumption
would have justified the siitra’s rejection.

OsjecTioN. But is it not their assertion that
Visudeva is at once the supreme material cause and
the supreme spirit; that from him the individual soul
Samkarsana is born, from Samkarsana the mind called
Pradyumna, and from the latter the ego called
Aniruddha ?

Repry. No. The personal manifestation of Godis
described as being constituted by vy#hes,® and the
word ‘!individual soul” is assigned to one of these
yizhas for practical purposes, in order to prove clearly

the differences that exist within the Adorable One,
which differcnces are in accordance with those of the
varnas. Tt is as they say: “The four gyiithes are to be
worshipped successively by the four varpas succes-
sively.”” Besides, the words ‘individual soul,” ‘mind’
and ‘ego’ do not denote these fanmd(ras*® themselves,
but refer to a person who is the supcrinteading deity of
these orders and whose personality is entirely different
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from the order he superintends. Birth is described
as the acquisition of various bodies, as is said in the
statement foyena jivan in the Yajurmurdhan.™

Besides, the Author of the Sitras has already
discarded the $ruti, smrti and profane views concerning
the origination and reabsorption of the individual soul
in the siitra cardcaracpapasrayas tu syat tadoyapadefo
bhaktas tadbharabharitrat®?  And since, moreover, the
origination of the individual soul out of Brahman has
been rejected in the siitcas ndtma Sruteh mityatoac ca
tabkyal,”™ it does not occasion a renewed exposition:
an issue which does not need being made a topic
would then be made a topic.

96. This also explains the sitra na ca Kartul
karapram ;¢ for it is not said herc that the instrument,
sc. themind, originates from the agent, sc. Samkarsana.
For we have already stated that these names solely
refer to the persons who superintendent these orders
but are themselves difi'erent from them.

OgjecTion. Then why this sitra at all? For we
do not find that instruments, like a hatchet, originate
from an agent, like Devadatta, so thatan instrument
out of an agent makes no sense.

RerutaTioN. Well, then you reject the general
view that all instruments, vital airs, mind etc. have
their origin in Brahman which itself is without the
entire collection of all instruments and rests solely on
its own power ; this view is stated in the text: “From
it springs the vital air, the mind and all the senses.**21s

Or if you do agree on this because it is clearly

proved in Revelation, 1 ask you why you don’t agree-
n
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on it because it is clearly proved in Paficaratra. Itis
not a very proper procedure to deny things that are
proved by smrti; since both éruti and smrti spring
from perfect knowledge, they are equally valid,

97. Opjecrion. The sitra vijaanadibkdave v
tadapratisedhali*'s i explained as follows: The Author
raises the question which one of two alternatives may
be true: Are these four equally and independently
sovereign, or has one a quaternity of personalities
which he has assumed at his own desire? and then he
points out the defect: if they arc equally sovereign,
none of them can be effects because they are equal;
when they are diflcrent forms of one, what is the pur-
pose of this division ?

ReruraTion. That is not correct, because an
alternative is impossible.  For no one who holds that
there is a God theorizes that the world has several
Gods, least of all the Paficaratrikas who hold that
“Vasudeva is the ultimate material cause’.  But this
one Bhagavin, who has divided Himself into four for
reasons of sport, protects the entire world. And this
position is not unjustified, because it is justified in the
same manner as the appearance of second-born and
first-born brothers like Bala and Bharata, For just as
the Bhagavan, who has created the variety of pheno-
mena of ether, ‘Wind, Siva, Brahma etc. for His sport,
and whose sole motivation is the sport of his
unfathomable power, has voluntarily assumed the
personalities of Rima, Laksmana, Bharata, Satrughna
etc, without there being the possibility of logical
conflict in the same manner the divisions of
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Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, too, are
unconflicting, '

98. Furthermore, vipratizedhdt?” may mean either
“because of conflict with Revelation”, on the basis of
the citation “failing to find in the four Vedas...;’’ or
“because of mutual conflict between the Tantias them-
selves”. The former alternative, incompatibility with
Revelation has already been refuted as being without
valid basis. Mutual conflict between the Paficaritra
Tantras themselves, whose terminological precision has
been perfected by the rules of logic governing principal
matter, generality, peculiarity, quality and the like,
does not exist. On the other hand, statements that
lack the corroboration of logic can have no cogency;
as the maxim says: ‘A statement must have precision
perfected by logic before it can communicate its
meaning.”

Consequently, the Author of the Sitras gives the
lie to those exegetes who, hy superimposing on the
Paficardtra Tantras (whose validity he strongly affirms
as no less than that of the Vedas, in such assertions as
“idamn mahopanisadam,” etc.) the non-existent
doctrine of the soul’s origination, explain that the
siitra means to reject the Paficaritra Tantras. Enough
of the book !

99. The meaning of the siitras is this. First the
Author has set forth that the doctrines of Kapxla
KaSyapa, Buddha, Jina and Pasupati,?® who oppose
the Author’s own accepted doctrine, are unnatural®s
because they conflict with Revelation and logic. Now,
in order to remove the suspicion that the Paficaratra
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Tantras (which are his own accépted doctine) are
equally unnatural with the other doctrincs because
their usual enumeration on an equal plane with the
others has made thern closely associated with them in
people’s thinking, he elicits their validity.

In the first two siitras the prima-facie case is laid
down: the DPaficaritra likewisc has no validity,
ulpaliyssmpbhavat, i.e., on account of the impossibility
of Samkarsana’s origination which is taught there.
Why should it be impossible? Because it cannot be
established in cither of two possible cases; either the
four Pyithas are equally sovereign, or else one God
exists in four persons; and in either case there is im-
possibility of erigination. If they are equally sovereign,
they cannot be created because they are equal; if only
one being is admitted no origination is possible either,
since a distribution within one being of creating and
created parts is inconceivable.

100. Similarly na ca kartuh karanam: Paficaratra
has novalidity for the further reason that it is impos-
sible that the instrument, sc. the mind called
Pradyumna, originates from thc agent, sc. the indi-
vidual soul called Samkarsana, for the hatchet does not
originate from Dcvadatta. Or thereis this alternative
explanation of na ca kartul karanam: and for the further
reason that the instrument does not originate from the
agent Samkarsana, since according to the text: “From
it spring the vital air, the mind and all the senses,” it
is revealed that all instruments really originate from
Brahman.
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101. Then follows: cijidnadibhare t©a@ lada-
pratisedhelr. By the particle o@ this prima-facie case is
now reversed. Yhat has been said, viz., that there is
no validity since in neither case origination of
Sarpkarsana etc. is possible, is untrue: it is not contra-
dictory that Samkarsana etc. have originated. Indeed,
it would be contradictory if they were not vijiianddi.

Vijiianadi is a dvandva compound: “knowledge
and beginning,” that means: Brahman; thus oijia-
nadibhdve means brakmabhdre. Inasmuch as they arce
Brahman (brahkmabhkare), the origination is not contra-
dictory. That is to say: by virtue of the fact that the
unique Supreme Soul Visudeva, whose omnipotence is
unbounded, cnters into them through His mayi, a
cause-effect relation is justified. The objection that
the mind cannot originate from Samkarsana, on the
authority of the $ruti that the mind originates from
Brahman, is invalidated by the fact that he, sc.
Sainkarsana is vijiidnadi, i.e., Brahman,

102. Furthermore, what is being said in the
argument na ca kartult karapam? Is it that the instru.
ment of a certain action does not originate from the
‘agent of that samc action; or that no instrument of
any action whatever originates from any agent whatso-
ever? Ifthe first view is taken, we have a conflict with
Inference, because the argument contains the fallacy of
provingthe proved.  The mind, originating from the
agent Samkarsana cannot be the instrument of
Samkarsana’s action of originating it, since it itselfis
the object of the action; norcanit bethe instrument
of the action of being originated, since it itself is the
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agent of that action.  If the alternative view is taken,
we have a conflict with Perception, because we see that
for instance a pitcher, though it be the instrument of
an action of fetching water, yet originates from the
agent of such an action, the potter.  This the Author
says in the sitra v pratisedhat : ‘because there is conflict.’

103. Asto the other explanation that has been
given of these two sitras,® since it is ujridnadi, i.c.
“a ground for validity’’,** the denial of the validity
of Paficaritra is not justified, because it entails over-
extension, The invalidity, which is defined by the
non-origination of knowledge through repetition or
dubiety in the Tantras, is rejected, because knowledge
is actually had from them. In order to remove the
suspicion of untruth occasioned by the spcaker’s
character, the word @di is used to convey the intended
meaning that the Tantras are in fact spoken by a trust-
worthy person. ’

Consequently the meaning is this: He always has
direct knowledge of the entire world by virtue of the
omniscience which is part of His nature; He bestows
man’s wishes upon him, when He is satisfied—and he
is satisfied by meditation alonc; Him the experts in the
Veda describe as eternally satisfied in all His desires:
how then can there be defects in Him like error, deceit
etc. ?

104. The “impossibility of origination,’ swhich has
been stated in the first two sitras, is thereupon denied
for Samkarsana and the other forms of God in the
slitra vipratisedhat. This means either; ‘“‘Because there
is conflict with the Bhagavan’s perception which is
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inferred through Paficaratra;” or “Because there is
conflict with $ruti which is inferred from the same
Tradition.”

105. Or there is another interpretation : since the
siitras intend to illustrate the rules of cxegesis, the
author first assumes that there is a conflice between
Sruti and Paficaritra, though in fact there is no such
conflict, and then reasons this out as follows:
supposc that Paiicaratrais in conflict with the veda, is
this ¢astra then, like the statements of Manu ete., valid
or invalid? This question is thercupon answered : “It is
invalid, becausc of the impossibility of the origination
of valid knowledge concerning a conflicting sense; and
this impossibility itself is proved on the ground that
there is indcpendence of something that is dependent.”

Thus the siitra utpatiyasambhavat means: “‘becausc
it is impossible that a valid knowledge originates,
since, as long as the dependent Pafcaratra Tradition
does not start proving the validity of its own sense by
establishing the validity of its basis, the cognition
which originates from the independent preterpersonal
scripture determines the Tradition’s sense as being
different, and consequently conflicting with itself. For
Paficardtra conveys that scripturc is its basis only as
long as the sword of direct scripture does not cut its
root.

106. OsjecTioN. But why should the Vedas
themselves be independent, siace their validity, too,
depends on the direct cognition of the Bhagavin,
because this cognition is their cause? Just as the
Paficaratra Traditions are dependent on His cognition,
so are the Vedas too dependent on His cognition, 222
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RerutATion. To refute this view, the statement
is made: na ca kartuly karanam: “The Vedas arcnot
the product of a maker, i.c. the Bhagavin, Karava
here in the sensc of “‘things that are made or pro-
duced,” by the rule “Ssuffix-ana in the sense of the
object of the action.”?  This then means that the

Vedas are preterhuman,

107. Vijiianadibhdve v tadapratisedhaft. If, on the
other hand, it is not true that the Paiicaratra Sastra is
invalid, then what? tadapratisedhals, i e. non.rejection
of the origination of valid knowledge (namely, even
when partly conflicting, the conflicting statement may
be valid optionally), because it is based upon the direct
cognition of the Bhagavin in whom error and deceit
arc impossible as He is a source of vijiidna (vijiianidi-
bhive): Vijidna means “knowlcdge par excellence in
which no rnistake is possible. TFor since all other
authors of Dharma$istras are not omniscient, as they
are involved in samsira, and since therefore they are
also not entirely selfsufficient, various lapses are con
ceivable in their knowledge. Whereas in the case of
the Bhagavin, whose supremacy is natural and un-
limited, His knowledge is the immediate insight in all
dharma and adharma, which is natural to Him and true,
as is known from hundreds of érutis; it is this
knowledge which in the sitra is described as vijfiana.
When such knowledge is the ‘beginning,’ i.e. the basis,
there is non-rejection, sc. the $3stra is valid,

108. Osjyrcrion. But how can it be assumed
that the Tantra, which conflicts with scripture, has
validity? For if it is valid, it becomes optional beside
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scripture ; and optionality is deficient in the case of the
Tantras by cight defects.  Option is assumed when
there is no invariable rule that something should be
such and not otherwisc, because there is no reason to
reject, in one case or another, an alternative statement ;
for instance: ¢ He must sacrifice with rice,” beside
“he must sacrifice with barley.” In the latter case it
is impossihle to climinate one or the other because
neither of these statements is characterized by in-
dependence.  In the former case, however, there can
be no such option betwcen scripture and Paficardtra,
becausc the two are not equal; for the Vedic statement
is independent, hecause it is preterhuman, whereas the
Paiicardtra statement is dependent.  So how can they
be alternatives and optional ?

109. ReruraTion. Listen: becausc Paficaritra
too is independent.

Opjection. How can a statement deriving from
a person be independent?

ReruraTiON. Let us ask the logician to explain
this: must dependence on something elsc be d
for a statement to be informative, to give positive
certainty, or to state the truth about its content, or
to serve a purpose of human importance?

All four are impossible. When the statement is
heard, “One must worship the Bhagavin with the
attendance due an empesor,”? nothing else is re~
quired for this statement to be informative, because
the meaning of the words has already become known
from other contexts,  Nor does this small measure of
dependence prove the weakness of the statement’s

12
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validity, for the same weakness would follow for
$ruthi too.*

Nor is anything clse required for the statement
to give positive certainty; for the statement “One
must worship...”” docs not occasion doubt whether
one must or must not worship, since that would entail
a ncgation of the direct declaration of the real sense.

Nor is anything required for the statement to be
true to the facts, for the knowledge produced by the
statement does not require anything outside its own
cause?”® to be true to the facts, because secondary
validity is inappropriate and not admitted.?’

Nor is it necessary for the statement to be
dependent on something else in order to serve a purpose
of human importance, for the proof of this purpose
follows from a consideration of the entire body of
doctrine.  In this case, those who have undergone the
afore-mentioned sacraments have knowledge of the
content of the statement when they have keard the
doctrine, and hence they perform the “five-times-
a-day’’?*® rites, which form this content, and hence
they attain to supreme perfection ; this is learnt solely
from the Sastra itself.

110. Or if the objection is raised that, granted
the self-validity of Paficaratra, this validity is not
complete as long as it has not been made certain that
there are no defects, after it has been made certain
that the speaker is rcliable,~—I reply that this view
is not correct; knowledge that there are no defects

does not completely establish validity, since the validity
arises from the cause itsel fof defectless knowledge and
not from the defectlessness of this knowledge.
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111. Nor is positive certainty about such of the
speaker’s qualities as his reliability required for his
statement to be defectless, because the statement’s
defectlessness is proved solely by its being defectless.
As the Author of the Varttika declares, “Then the
qualities (of the speaker) do not exert any influence
(on the validity of his statement) because (its defectless-
ness) is already known.”?”* The samc Autbor also
shows that, even when there is certainty about its
defectlessness, the existence of qualities (like reliability
in the speaker) is helpful: “When defectlessness is
known, they are helpful by merely existing.”2%

Nor does the validity, when it has been established
require something else in order that consequent actions
of acceptance, rejection etc. proceed, because action
proceeds on the basis of recollection and desire. As
they say, “Action proceeds on the basis of recollection
and desire.””

Moreover, in the case of the self-valid Vedas, too,
we find this same dependence in that their validity
would not be completely established as long as there
were no certainty of their defectlessness after the
certainty about the non-existence of their author.

112. Osprcmion. But when the non-existence of
their author is proved without effort by the non-appre-
hension of what ought to be there, the question of the
non-validity does not arise for the Veda, for defects
arc jmpossible without something or someone in which
they could reside. As theysay: *In that case (the
Veda) the absence of non-validity follows quite
natyrally from the absence of an author; therefore
its validity cannot be questioned, 3
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RerurATioN. Why, in the case of Paficaritra
too no question can arise about its validity, since the
absence of defects is easily proved by the fact that the
omaiscient and omnipotent God is its speaker; so the
argument is the same.

In other words, in both cases of sclf-validity
there is positive certainty that there are no defects;
in the case of the Veda because there is positive
certainty that ne person is involved who could possess
these defects ; in the case of Paiicaritra because there
is positive certainty that its speaker possesses virtues
which preclude defects. It is here as in the following
two cases of absence of heat: there is no heat in ether
because it is certain that there is no Jocus for heat in
ether; nor is there heat in cold water because there is
coldness which precludes heat.

113. Moreover, neither dependence nor inde-
pendence is by itsclf a cause of invalidation®* The
independent cognition that some substance is silver
while in reality it is nacrc is invalidated by the cogni-

tion : ““This is not silver:” this cognition itself is consi-
dered as dependent.?®® The cognition ¢ Thisis that
flame,” is found to be invalidated by the inferential
cognition that arises from the disappearance of 0il®*;
the latter cognition itself is dependent because it arises
from a sense-perception. The simple truth therefore is
that which is susceptible to invalidation is invalidated
by that which is not so susceptible; in our present case
there is no such susceptibility either of Scripture or of
Paficaratra.

114. Or if you think that it is impossible to give
positive certainty that the Tantra is promulgated by
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Visudeva, as it is in conflict with Scripture, I ask you:
Why then does the knowledge arise that Scripture is
preterpersonal, while it is invalidated because it
conflicts with Paficaritra? They accept it that the Veda
is preterpersonal just because it is Veda; but then
one can equally claim that Paiicaritra is promulgated
by Visudeva just because it is Paficardtra, If the
preterpersonal origin of the Veda is proved by the
fact that there is no recollection of an author, then
why not agree that Paficaritra is promulgated by
Visudeva just because there is recollection of his
authorship? For thereexists a strong transmission of
the recollection, extending to women and children,
that Keéava is the author of the Paficaritra. So great
a faith do people have in His authorship that they
erect monuments according to the precepts of Pafica-
ratra, donating elephants, horses and great wealth
in various fees.

In the Skanda Purinpa it is said that “Kapila is the
promulgator of Samkhya, Keéava of Paiicaritra,”
Likewise in the Mahabharata: ¢ Narayana Himself is
the promulgator of the entire Paiicaratra. This great
Upanisada, consistent with the four Vedas, as well as
with the doctrines of Samkhya and Yoga, called
Paificaratra, which was revealed by Nariyapa’s tongue,
has been taught to the sages by Narada as he had seen
it and heard it in the abode of Brahma.”” From these
and thousands of other statements in the Puragas,
which are supported by the rules of interpretation, the
conclusion follows naturally that Paficaritra was indeed
composed by Visudeva Himself. On theother hand,
some experts dispute that the Veda is eternal s
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Therefore, the real ground for the thesis that
the validity of the doctrine of the Bhagavin and
that of the Veda is above question is this that both are
causes of defectless knowledge. Consequently, because
both are cqually exemplary, they are optionally valid.
It is with this view in mind that the wise Author of the
Siitras has explained : vijiiana@dibhave vei tadapratisedhah.

115. Opjecrion. However, granted that error
is made inconceivable by the Bhagavin’s omniscience,
yet, sincc He is also omnipotent, He can also have
composed the Paficaritra in order to deceive. Now,
when people, considering this possibility, are confused
in their minds as to which view they should take, that
this Sastra has becn promulgated to deceive them, or
that it has been stated according to the truth with
complete attentiveness of mind, what way is there to
resolve their dilemma? We should prefer to decide
that since it militates against Scripture it results
in disaster.

ReruraTion. To this objection the Author replies
vipratisedkat, i.e., on of the contradiction of all
$ruti, epic, purina and worldly experience. If] without
anyreason, merely because the Bhagavan isomnipotent,
the question is raised if He might bave intended to ruin
His devotees, why, then one could also raise the
question whether He would not hurl even the virtuous
into hell by a whim of His omnipotence and con-
sequently the whole world would fall into inactivity !
Besides, we could also raise the question whether
He did not wish to deceive people, because He is
omnipotent, and thus created in the beginning the
Vedas themselves with false meanings, which are also
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suprasensible, took away from Brahmi®S etc. also the
power of recollecting that He was the creator of the
Vedas, and from then onward set in motion the
transmission of Vedic instruction until the present day ¢
how can we be sure about it ?

Or the position can be taken that since there is no
evidence that, while He is indeed omnipotent, He
acted up to the full measure of His omnipotence, since
thereis no purpose for Him to deceive people because
He is satisfied in all His desires, and since He is not
in the least affected by defects of partiality and cruelty
etc. because He abides with natural affection for all
living beings; and since, if He had composed the
Paficaritra in order to deceive, it would be impossible
to demonstrate that the wise men who, up to now,
learn its instructions and perform the contents of these
instructions have forgotten the defects of its author,
it must follow that such a suspicion does not arise; and
if this view is taken, all this will equally apply to the
Vedas as well.

Therefore, what possible purpose could He who is
satisfied in all His desires, who is omniscient and
a treasury of compassion have in deceiving the poor
people who have failed to understand the meaning
(of the Veda)? Or how could the supreme sages
everywhere praise the Tantra as being equal to the
Upanisads, if it had been composed in order to deceive ?
For thus the saints declare in Viraha Purina, the
Ramiyapa and the Bhidrata etc. that this Tantra is
an equally esoteric doctrine as the Vedas; and wc
declare the same, “Through Veda, Paficaritra,
through devotion and sacrifice, O Brahmin, 1 can be
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attained, and not in any other way, even in hundreds
of lacs of years. If one among thousands will grasp
the Paficaritra and, at the expiry of hiskarman, will
die my devotee, the Vedas and the Paificaratra will
dwell in his heart forever.?” This supreme Paficaratra
doctrine of mine, which is not difficult to grasp, that
you shall reach to all the world by my grace,
doubtless.?*® The Yogins mediate upon the Eternal One
with Puridnas, Vedas and Paficaritras, and worship
Him with the proper rites. Thus Sdmkhya and Yoga
on the one hand, and Veda and Arapyaka on the
other hand are one and the same; all togetherthey are
the members that constitute Paficaritra, O excellent
one. He who seesthrough Veda and Paficaratra sees
truly; this great Upanisada, consistent with the four
Vedas....”” Since the number of these and similar
statements is infinite, we stop here. If you still raise
the question if there cannot be ruin in such a Tantra,
then there can be no faith in anything. It is with this
view in mind that the Author sets forth: vipratisedhat.
Therefore, even if there were a conflict between
the Bhagavan's doctrine and the Veda, there still
would be option between them; but we have already
expounded that there is no conflict between them
at all.
116. Osjection. However, how can the venerable
Author of the Bhagya® state that those parts whichare
in conflict are invalid: ¢If there be conflict, it is
carefully eliminated.”
RerutaTion. This statement means that those of
frail minds, who are not strong enough to plunge into
the deep ocean of rules of interpretation, must not be
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disrespectful to the Veda. This is comparable to the
venerable Jaimini’s exposition that the fruits of acts
serve to increase people’s faith in the acts.

117. The contention has been voiced that Pafica-
ritra is invalid because it is accepted by those who
are outside the Veda.”#* But why could one not
equally well contend that the Vedas are invalid
because they are accepted by those who are outside
Paficaritra?

Furthermore, what exactly does this mean, being
“outside the Veda,” and what means “acceptcd by
thosc who arc outside the Veda?” Does “being outside
the Veda” mean ‘‘being different from the Veda’ or
*‘doing what is forbidden by the Veda” or “being
hostile to the Vedas ?

Likewise we must inquirc whether “accepted”
means ¢learnt” or ‘“known” or “observed.” In all
cascs the ground proves to be defective,

First of all, if “‘outside the Veda’ means ““‘different
from the Veda,” and “accepted ™ means *‘learnt,”
then the ground proves to be occasional, since
it equally applies to the Vedas themselves: the
Vedic statements, which are valid, are “learnt” by
members of the three estates, which themselves are
“different from the Veda.” If you take “accepted”
to mean “known,” you do not get rid of the same
defect. If the term ‘‘outside the Veda” means
“different from the Veda,”’ and “accepted” means
“olrerved,” then there would likewise be anoccasienal

application of the ground to the Vedas themselves. If
toutside the Veda’’ is taken to mean “performing for-
bidden acts,” the ground hasan occasional application
to those statements of the Veda which enjoin expiatory

13
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ceremonies. For since statements en joining expiations,
c.g. “One must sacrifice with the kiismanda verses,”?*
whose content is to be ‘learnt”, *‘known” and
“observed,” by those who perform forbidden acts, are
authoritative, it would follow that the ground “bccause
they are accepted by people outside the Veda” is
occasional,*?

Nor are the Paficaritra Tantras invalid because
they are ‘‘accepted” by people hostile to the Veda, for
the ground is unproved. Besides, acceptance by
people hostile to the Veda does not by itself refute the
validity of what is accepted. If it did, the Pathof the
Heretics would be unbarred; for they endeavour to
uproot the validity of the Veda. Thus the naked
Jainas could effortlessly render the Vedas untruthful
simply by ‘accepting” the Vedas in some manner
by way of deception.

118. OnpjzcTion. A consideration of such state-
ments as “He should never use the Veda, except at
a funerary offering,’’?s shows that the defect affects
only the unqualified students, not the defectless Vedic
statements themselves,

Rerry. Then the defect affects only the unquali-
fied students in the case of the Tantras under discussion
as well, and not the defectless Tantras themselves;
so everything is the same, depending on what partisan

view one takes.

Or if it be held that ‘‘outside the Veda” means
<“unqualified to perform Vedic acts,” and that Pafica-
ritra is invalid, like the caityavandana statements,**
because it is accepted by those who, being unqualified,
are autside the Veda, the following distinction must be
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considered : is the ground here that the Tantras are
accepted by people unqualified for all Vedic rites, or
by people who are unqualified for some Vedic rites ?
This point should be clarified.

Now, the first alternative cannot be udopted,
because the ground is not proved. For there is no
human being who is not qualified for any srauta rite
whatsoever, e.g. non-violence etc., because his human-
ity as such provides his qualification. Otherwise
candalas ctc. would do no wrong if they committed
such crimes a brahmin-murder, theft of brahmin-
wealth, miscegenation with caste-women, study of
the Veda etc., simply because they were not qualified
to observe these prohibitions. If a man does something
he should not do, he commits an offence. It follows
that everybody is qualified to these Vedic rites s
which shows that the ground is not proved and that the
illustration falls short of the means of proof.

Nor can the second alternative be adopted that
the Tantras are invalid because they are accepted
by people who are unqualified for certain Vedic rites,
because that would entail the conclusion that all Vedic
statements are invalid. For every man has some Vedic
rites for which he is not qualified: the brahmin is not
qualified for the Royal Consecration, the ksatriya
not for the ritual drinking of soma. Consequently, this
ground has anoccasional application to the Vedic statc-

ments, which are accepted by qualified persons belong-
ing to the three estates, and is therefore inconclusive,
Asto the illustration, the view that heaven is attained
by worshipping a caitya is not invalidated by its being
accepted by heretics, but by the deficiency of its cause.
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119. We have already said that Paficaritra
has been accepted by the Vedic, and among all
orthodox pre-eminent, sages Bhrgu, Bharadvija,
Dvaipayana etc. And in the present day we can also
obscrve how exemplary persons of great learning,
believing that these rites are most effective in attaining
bliss, perform the rites of temple-building, erection of
idols, prostration, circumambulation and particular
festival ceremonies, just as they perform the agnifotra
and other rituals enjoined directly by Scripture. And
it is improper to maintain that their conduct has no
foundation, for that would entail that such smarta
rites as crepuscular worship, agtaki etc., are similarly
without foundation. It has been said that the conduct
of exemplary people is authoritative,*® and also that
even when they do not know the cause of their custom,
they do know what is proper custom,

120. If the ground for the invalidity of Pafica-
ritra is that it is accepted by Bhagavatas,?’ well, then
the scriptural statements of the Ekayana $akha and the
Vijasaneyaka $3khas and the means of knowledge
Perception, Inference etc., would also be invalid since
the Bhigavatas accept those too! This same ground,
moreover, namely that Paiicaritra is invalid because

it is accepted by the Bhagavatas, suffers from two
defects; it is both specially-occasional and unproved.™®
Why is Paficaratra rendered invalid by their accept-
ance? If it is because they do not belong to the three
estates, then the Atharvanic statements whose content
is accepted and observed by rathakdras, nisadas and
other groups which do not belong to the three estates
(Statements like “Therathakara must add fuel,” “With
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that he must sacrifice for the chief of the Nigidas,””?*
etc.) would also be invalid.

Or, beit granted that the acceptance of certain
rites by outcastes renders them invalid; yet, in view of
the fact that the eminent brahminhood of these
Bhagavatas who follow the doctrine of the Bhagavan
is evident by all criteria of knowledge, their acceptance
of Paficardtra rather confirms its validity. He says:
By the same means of knowledge by which the
brahminhood of one set of people is evident the
brahminhood of another set of people is evident.

121. OsjectioN. But when one sees the small
sonsof the twice-born who wearthe customary hairtuft,
sacred thread, paldfa woodstick and muiijagrass girdle,
one knows, the moment the eyes fall on them, that they
are brahmins.

Rerurarion. And in our case, when one sees
learned people who day after day study the Vija-
saneyaka and Ekiyana §khas, wear prominently their
sacred threads, upper garments and hairtufts, impart
teaching, sacrifice, receive priestly stipends---does one
not instantly know that they are brahmins? If it be
held that outcastes, low-caste people etc., may also
illegitimately sacrifice, teach, carry padss sticks etc,
and that they behave as though they were legitimate
brahmins, and that therefore neither costume nor
conduct provides positive certainty that a man is a
brahmin, then the same applies to other priests than
Bhigavatas.

Or be it granted that there are cases where people
itlegitimately display the marks of brahminhood ; stitl,
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though there may be doubt about the legitimacy of
these marks in others because of theirresemblance to
pretenders (just as when there is a doubt that one may
be mistaken ubout real silver too because one has
mistaken nacre for silver), then there can be certainty
of their being genuine brahmins in all cases when no
misapprchension  occurs, because otherwise doubt
would conflict with Perception and lead to infinite
regress.

122, Or if it be held that the others are genuine
brahmins because they recollect those gotras which are
peculiar to brahmins, the same applies to the
Bhagavatas; for the Bhigavatas have the tradition:
““We are descendants of Bharadvaja, of KaSyapa, of
Gotama, of Upagava.”

Noris this recollection or tradition of gotras un-
founded or merely contemporary, for the same can be
argued for all tradition of gotras. If there were doubt
about descent since error could conceivably occur, this
would confuse the whole world about the authenticity
of their brahminhood. After all, anyone” may fear
that he really is a candala if he suspects his mother of
having had a lover; and how, my excellent opponent,
can you be quite sure yourself that your birth entitled
you to Veda-study? Therefure if the brahminhood of
Bhagavatas, which is completely established by the
recollection of the various gotras which has been passed
on in uninterrupted transmission, stands unchallenged,
then there is no differemce whatever in this between
the brahminhaod of Bhigavatas and of others.

123. Further, ifsomewho believe in the Supreme
Person arc monotheists and others who believe in
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petty godlings are polytheists, is then the same
authority stated for the brahminhood of the ones as
well as of the others, or how else is their brahminhood
known if not by that same authority? If this is the
question, then listen: there remains a criterion to
determine brahminhood in either case, either Pcrcep-
tion, or Inference, or Circumstantial-Implication.
124. Opgjecmon. But how can Perception con-
vey that they are brahmins? For when we are close to
two individuals whom we have not seen beforc, onca
brahmin, the other a ksatriya, of the same age and the
same appearance, we do not immediately observe the
distinction that one is a brahmin and the other a
ksatriya in the same way as we instantly observe the
differentness of a goat, an elepbant, a buffalo etc. Nor
is it proper to maintain that the visual sense conveys
the brahminhood of a nearby individual in dependence
on our recollection of his father’s brahminhood etc. ;
for that recollection itself isimpossible without a previ-
ous immediate cognition, just as the recollection of the
son of a sterile mother is impossible. Nor can we
know from Inference that a man is a brahmin, for we
do not find a concomitant mark.  And such qualities
as tranquillity, self-restraint, austerity, purity etc,
cannot be taken as marks of brahminhood, bccause
they are available only in the case of a good brahmin
and because they are not exclusively confined to
brabmins. Norcap Circumstantial-Implication furnish
proof of brahminhood, because it is not lacking in
season and the fact that the sentence-meaning of the
statement, “In spring the brahmin must add fuel to
the fire,””?° is otherwise unestablished does not there-
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fore by Circumstantial-Implication furnish proof that
a man is a brahmin; for knowledge of that sentence-
meaning presupposes knowledge of the word-meaning
of brahminhood etc.
125. ReruTaTiON. All this does not make for
a defect in my argument. Thereis no invariable rule
that Perception becomes manifest only at the first
contact between sense and object and not otherwise
Perception is that which illumines the unmanifest while
there is continuity of the operation of the senses. Thus
there can be Perception of brahminhood ; for when we
keep our eyes open we note, immediately upon observ-
ing the particular differentiae of the genus brahmin-
hood, that the brahminhood is quite clearly noticeable
in those who belong to the families of the different
gotras—Vasistha, KaSyapiya Sathamarsana etc.—,
who are pure in their conduct, and who display the
sacred thread, upper cloth, hairtuft and mufija grass
girdle. Nor does it run counter to ordinary experience
that the eyes can convey brahminhood in dependence
on the observation of the peculiarities of genus. In
every case the sense becomes the cause of the rise of
determination of sense-object when favoured by the
accompanying circumstances of place, time, configura-
tion etc.?® [t is the natural function of the sense-organ
as such to relate itsclf to these accompanying circum.
stances. Asthe author says: “No organ of knowledge,
whether in Veda or in ardinary process, becomes effica-
cious in determining the object thatis to be realized
through the accompanying circumstances unless it
is favoured by these circumstances.”””? Consequently
the visual sense, when favoured by the rccollection
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of genus, gives knowledge of brahminhood without the
aobject giving up its perceptuality. Soit is evident that
the visual sense can be the instrument of knowledge of
genus in dependence on a variety of accompanying
factors.  Gold becomes manifest through its colour
fromcopper etc., gheeis diflerentiated from oil, through
ils smell and taste; fire, which is hidden by ashes, is
perceived through touching the ashes. Sound may
provide us with proof that there is a horse in the
distance; a pitcher ctc. are known through their
'conﬁguration; brahminhood through descent, and
also through conduct in certain particulars, which is
completely protected by the king.

It' has been contended that when we see two
individuals of the same age and appearance, the differ-
ence between the two does not immediately appear to
the cye; but the perceptuality of thcir differcatness is
not refuted by just this.  In this case thc non-percep-
tion of their dilferentness is caused by the defect of
similarity. The difference between nacre and silver,
which are similar in appearance and configuration,
may not be immediately visible, yet that does not mean
that their difference is not visible at another time; and
the same holds for the diff’erence between brahmin,
ksatriya and vaiSya.

Orelse, brahminhood is that which arises from
the differentiac of genus, and such a product can
empirically be known just like any other product by
a process of positive and negative consideration, e.g.
“‘what are the specific characteristics to which the
elders .apply the term brahminhood, or to which

characteristics is the term applied?” It has been said
11
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often that it applies to those who possess recollection of
gotra, Vedic ancestry etc.; let us not start discussing
this question again, or we must repeat our ofd argu-
ment: it is established that the Bhagavatas are
brahmins, because they possess gotra etc.

126. The objection® was made that the
Bhagavatas are born from a vaiSya vritya, on the
authority of the two statements: “The fifth one, the
Satvata, must worship the sanctuaries of Visgu by royal
decree;™ and ““he isalso called a Bhagavata; heis born
from a vaiSya vritya.)’ To this we reply: precisely
what do we learn from these two statements ? Is there
a simple connection of names, or must an invariable
rule be stated ?%%¢

It is impossible to make it a rule that the words
Bhigavata and Satvata denote a vaidya vritya, for that
is not known from the text, and it involves overexten-
sion. In the statement, “tbe fifth one, Sitvata,” we
do not find a denial that the words Bhigavata and
Sitvata denote other meanings, for that would mean
ignoring the explicit and inventing the unstated. In
our statement the fifth one, who is born from an
vaifya vritya, is understood to bear the name of
Siatvata: “The fifth one, Satvata...”’, since the word
¢fifth® is the operative term as it is mentioned first. And
if the fifth is the Satvata, the Satvata is not necessarily
also be the fifth, namely the vai§ya vritya. For when
the stated subject (e.g. a mountain) js possessed of fire,
the predicated fire does not necessarily possess smoke.?3
Conscquently the consideration if a smrti statement of
this kind cannot give certainty that the words Satvata,
Bhagavata etc mean vratya.
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127. If it be argued that since these two words
also may denote another caste (namely of the vaiSya
vrityas), then the mere fact that certain brahmins arc
denoted by these words proves that these brahmins
belong to that caste, even though they follow the
doctrine of the Bbagavan, it would also follow that,
since we find the collocated word @cdrya®® also used to
denote the issue of alowly vaidya, therefore an eminent
brahmin who is an dearya imparting teaching of the
Veda with its ancillae and its esoteric teachings is
thereby denoted as being a vaiSya vratya! If, on the
other hand, even though a true brahmin is denoted by
the word dcarya which denotes a vritya, there still can
be no suspicion that he actually is a vratya, because
there is positive certainty of his brabminhood which is
clearly proved by other means of knowledge, and
because it is pessible that the word dcarya is used
figuratively (Era;_ya as one who ‘‘accumulates”—
dcinoti the pupil’s knowledge) for a Brahmin teacher,
then in our case, too, the same argument can be made,
namely thus: even though they are denoted by the
terms Satvata and Bhagavata, which denote another
caste, yet there can rise no suspicion that they actually
are vratyas, because the brahminhood of these
followers of the Bhagavan’s doctrine is firmly known
from the recollection of completely obvious clans,
‘Vedic ancestry etc., and because it is possible that the
terms Satvata and Bhigavata have a figurative denota-
tion of satfva-vai®®’ and bhaga-vat.

In other words, the fact that the same word de-
notes both classes of people does not mean that there-
fore both belong to one and the same caste, lest the



168 «  Raama rREMINYAN

true brahmin be not made into a low-caste man
becausc he is also denoted by the word drdna.  We
fintd that the word hari™ also means ‘frog” Does it
follow that a lion is a frog because both are denoted
by the same word? Then word itself would be horned,
since ‘word’ is denoted by gaufi I"*

Conscquently, just as the words sudhanvan, acdrya
etc., which denote more than one meaning, are also
used for someone born from a vaidya vritya, soalso the
words Bhigavata and Satvata.

128. The contention®™ that when the conven-
tional meaning and the etymological meaning of a
word collide, it is right to assume the conventional
meaning of the term, in this case of the terms
Bhiigavata and Satvata, is not correct; for whena
denotation is appropriate which is the composite of the
denotations of the component clemcnts of the words,
then it is not right to assume a non-composite denota-
tion. Tor he who theorizes that the words satrata and
bhdgavata have their conventional meaning in denoting
somcone born from a vaidya vritya, must also theorize
that the words saltvarat and bhagarat, which are the
stem and the taddhita suffix built on the stem,*' have a
different meaning in a sentence like, ““having observed
the sitvata rules, a man becomes a Bhigavata because
of the merits he Las won in a previous existence.”?6?
‘This goes to prove the assumption that in this case the
word may have a double meaning by etymology alone,
because it is possible for it to be used in the sense of
““issue of a vaidya vritya.” And it is possible that
those vrityas too, despite the fact that they fail to
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worship the Bhagavin directly, yet may be denoted by
the words satoata and bhagavala, because of their work
discipline of cleaning up Visudeva’s temple, clearing
away the bali offerings, guarding the idol etc., for it is
taught that the e@n suffix may occur in the sense of a
simple relation, “this is of that.”* And it is declared
that the issue of a vaiSya vritya has the work discipline
of cleaning the Bhagavin’s temple cte., “and (the task)
of the satvatas is the cleaning of the deity’s temple,
the eating of the offerings, the guarding of the idol;”
and “he must worship Visnu’s sanctuaries.”?6¢
129. Herewith is alsorejected the contention that
the Bhagavatas are vratyas because they would have
the same profession. Forit is one thing to clean the
temple, clear away the dali offerings, guard the idol, and
quite another thing to perform the varicty of actions
thatare daily observed by the Bhagavatas: the cleaning
of the way to the idol, the preparation for worship,
offering, daily study, and meditation. It is as it is in
the case of the jyotistoma etc. In the jyotistoma, too,
a carpenter has a task in making the various receptacles,
soma-cups, soma.decanters, Jadles etc, while the
officiating pricsts have their tasks in reciting various
different mantra recitations, representing the deity, pres-
sing of the soma etc. And this occupational similarity,
limited as it is, does not raise the question whether the
priests have the same caste as the carpenters! So here,
too, there is a difference between those who perform the
paicakdlika® ritual, which is established by the
Bhagavan’s doctrine, and the low-caste people who do
the cleaning-up of the temple aud are also called
temple-guards.
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130. TFurther, the contention® that, if the words
bhagavata and satvata have their etymological meaning,
this entails that the word rathak@ra in the injunction
+‘the rathatdra must build a fire”’?’ denotes someone
belonging to the three varpas on account of its
etymology of chariot-making,”®® is not correct. Forin
the case of rathakdra it is correct that the term refers to
someone belonging to the three varpias, because other-
wise the springtime etc., which are given in the state-
ment on the origin of this fire-building, would be
invalidated, and because usages of a word in the sense
of differcnt castes, which is given in the mantra
“‘saudhanyana ybhavah stiracaksasali’’*® would be invalid-
ated.? Despite the fact that rathakdra is also a name
for another caste—as learnt from the smrti “the
rathakdra is born out of a karini by a mahigya’” (so
that the rathakara is born from an anuloma marriage
of a ksatriya man and a vaiSya woman), nevertheless,
since, on Sankha’s evidence?? that the rathakira is not
forbidden to perform rites of sacrificing, fire-building
and initiation, there is no conflict of qualification for
rites that can only be realized through knowledge of
the Veda,”® and since the word ratkakara (in its
etymological meaning) is inappropriate for members of
the three varpas because they arc forbidden to follow
an artisan’s profession, therefore we can only conclude

that in both cases different castes are denoted by the
term, and so there is no conflict.

Moreover, when knowledge of the thing mcant by
a word is obtained from the denotation of the scparate
members that compose the word, then the Author of
the Sitras rules out the validity of a denotation in
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which the meanings of the component members are
lost, namely in proksanigv arthasamyogat.?*

Therefore, those eminent brahmins are called
sitvatas and bhagavatas who because of their pure
character (sattva) devote themselves to the Bhagavin
who is the Supreme Person. Later on we shall show
that other smrtis set forth the eminent brahminhood of
the Bhagavatas.

131. The further objection,? namely why these
people should invariably be denoted by the exclusive
names of Satvata and Bhigavata, if their brahminhood
were the same as that of others, can be answered thus:
there is no defect in that, for it is as it is in the case of
the names parivrdjeka and nigadu. Certain brahmins
are called bhagavatas, just as certain brahmins are
called parivrdjakas, and certain yajuli formulae nigadas,
though both are equally brahmins and equally yajul
formulae; namely in the statements: ¢The brahmins
should remain, the pariordjakas must be fetched ;"'76
“the yajuli formulae take place, not the nigadas; the
nigadas take place, not the yajuk formulae;”?"” and
this is so because of the interpretation: ‘‘the nigadas
are the fourth mantra collection, or the yajuls formulae,
because they are identical.”

132, The contention”® that the Bhigavatas arc
bad brahmins because they perform piji to the God,
partake of the offering substance etc, fora livclihood,
is countered in the following manner: Surely not all
Bhigavatas worship Hari for their profession, for many
Satvatas are found who perform piji for themselves.
Ifthere are certain people who, while being Sitvatas,



12 KOAMA PRAMANYAM

follow a reprehensible profession and perform sacrifices
for respectable Bhigavatas professionally, this fact
alone does not mean that one may say that they are not
brahmins. A vedic priest who officiates as an adhvaryu
at a jyotistoma does not thereby lose caste. If the priest
were not to receive fees, the piija itself would remain
fruitless; they take fees in order to realize completely
the excellence of the pija. At the conclusion of the
worship one must give gold to the priest according to
capacity; otherwise the fruit will go to the piija priest
himself, as is shown by the smrti: ‘A sacrifice for
which a small fee is given kills (the sacrificer).”?”® It
is however prohibited that a covetous Vedic priest
officiate as a priest after he himself has put up his
demands for a fce, c.g. in the statement: (“There isan
error called ‘garbage”’)., When the sacrificer appoints
as a officiant priest who covets the office, thinking
either “He should give me (a fee)” or “He should
choose me.” “This is as far from the sacrificer as
garbage; this does not benefit the sacrificer.””*®® The
donation of the sacerdotal fec which is purified by
faith is felicitous for both, as according to the smrti,
“He who receives the offering and he who denotes it
both go to heaven,”®
133. The statement?® that professional worship
of the deity and living off the god’s treasurc makesa
man adcvalaka must be taken to refer to the profes
sional worship of, and the living off the treasure of,
other deitiesthan Vasudeva. Thus the blessed Vydsa:
“A devalaka is he who lives on Rudra etc.’’?**  And
there is also Sandilya’s word: “All thosc who perform
sacrifices professionally and are also not cousecrated
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are the only ones who are traditionally known as
karmadsvalakas in this world, O sage. One should not
touch them or consort with them for a year.”  Like-
wise: “Certain people who are karmadevalakas and
kal padevalakas are unqualified for ritual before the
deity for a period of three years. Those brahmins
who, without being consecrated, perform rites set forth
in the Kalpa, ecither professionally or for the fame of
it, arc kalpadevalakas. One must have piiji offered by
another professional priest who has been properly
consecrated ; one is unable to worship the god oneself.
This is the principal offering ; in another manner it is
secondary.”  ‘In another manner,’ thut isto say, when
it is done by « non-consecrated priest. This the author
elucidates : “The rite performed professionally by
‘some priest who has not been properly consecrated is
called of the lowest degree.” By considering these and
a hundred similar smrti statements we can be sure that
living off’ the deity’s treasure and professional piija
offering of brahmins who go without the sacrament of
consecration as established by Paticaratra renders them
sub-Brahmins and devalakas.

134. As to the statement®™ that the Bhagavatas
cannot pass for exemplary persons because they make
use of flower and food offerings, which practice is
abhorred by exemplary persons, to this we say: what
does the §rotriya? mean by left-over flowers and left-
over food? When he takes it only as the flowers and
the cakes,® he is contradicted by all the world, for
nobody approves of wasting flowers and cakes.  Also,
a particularized prohibition? is not in order, because
it is not established. No notion of a particularized

15
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thing occurs when the particularization is not deter-
mined; and here it is impossible to determine the
particularization.

Onjection. Why should it be impossible, since
the particularization is that'it is forbidden to use food
what has been offered up o the deity ?

RePLY. Are you now accepting the validity of
Paiicariatra? For only when one admitsthat there is a
deity present in thke idols that are erected with the
sacred formulae enjoined by Paficardtra Tantra canone
postulatethat the particularization of the prohibitionlies
in the offering-up fo the deity. For unless the validity
of the Tantra is admitted, how can an idol which
is set forth in the Tantra be a deily, and, a fortiori,
how can the substance that is offered up for this deity’s
sake be nirmalya and nivedya.i® For a deity does not
exist by just being a deity; only that deity which is
known to be correlated with an oblation on the autho-
ity of scriptural testimony is the deity to that oblation;
that is your own doctrine.

Or if it be held that something is nirmdlya and
nivedya because it is admitted by the Paficaratrikas that
it is offered up to the deity, well, in that case you must
also admit its purity because the Paficaratrikas accept
also that the utilization of nirmalya and nivedya is per-
fectly pure.

Or if you do not accept this peculiar excellence,
since in your opinion the Paficaritrikas have accepted
as pure somcthing that is really impure,—uwell, in that
case you must accept it that the substance which is
oftered up is not really: rirmalya and nivedya, since then
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you opine that the Paficaratrikas have adopted some-
one who is not really adeity by mistaking him for
a deity!

In other words, inasmuch as the offering up of
mere flowers, cakes etc.?®? is not approved, and because
it is impossible to particularize the prohibition of
utilizing these substances according to the terms of
one’s own doctrine, therefore the particularization
must be determined in the terms of the others’, i.e. the
Paficardtrikas’, doctrine; and thus the offering up
becomes greatly purifying. Andinasmuch as therefore
the utilization of nirmalya and nivedya becomes most
purifying, it must needs be accepted by those who
admit the validity of the Paficaratra Tantra as well by
others who do not.

135. Osjectron. But how is it possible then
that even one who admits the validity of Paficaratra
should reject mevertheless the nirmalya and nivedya?
For in the Tantras the tasting etc. of the nirmalya is
prohibited. For instance, it is said in the Sanat-
kumiriya Samhitd: “The offering that is proffered (to
the deity), floweror fruit, iscalled nirmalya; that must
be avoided meticulously.” Similarly in another
passagc: “When one has eaten nirmalya, or the food-
rests of someone who is not one’s guru, one must
observe a milk-vow for a month, continuously recite
the eight-syllable formula, and drink the paficagavya,
in order to be purified.””*° Likewise in the Indraritra :

“One should not live off the Supremc God, nor eat the
nirmalya offerings.” Also: “And the nirmalya offerings
are never fit for consumption.”  Similarly in another
Samhita: “One should not eat the nirmalya offerings,
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nor smell them, nor step over them.”—How then can
one accept the purity of the utilization of the airmalya
when we thus know from several Samhitis that it is
prohibited?
Reruration. To this he says: Tbe utilization of
a proffered substance which has been oftered up to the
deity is not condemned if it is done within a period of
ten nadikds?® Thus in the same Indraritra: “The
wise one must let the offering-cake stand for ten
nadikas. This period of time has been prescribed both
for night and for day. They condemn the nirmalya
that has stood for more than this period of time;
thereupon he must throw it in water, or in fire, or bury
it in the ground.”
Opjection. But what is said here is not to praise
the tasting etc. of the nirmdlya, but to prescribe that
the substance of the cake piji is thrown away aftera
period of ten nadikds. Inthe statement: “He must
let the offering cake stand for over ten nadikds,” the
injunction is laid down that when the proffered flowers,
cake etc. in general have been taken oft as nirmdlya,
because they have now fulfilled their ritual function,
they must be kept by way of accessory piiji ritc for a
period of ten nadikds. And consequently even a study
of the conclusions of your own Tantras shows that the
touching etc. of the turmeric powder, the food offerings
and the water used to clean the idol’s feet is not
established by Tantric doctrine. Now, where areyou?

ReFuTATION. Where are you, loquacious debat-

crs, witless fools who have been swallowed by your
own tonguc which plays around with a grain of
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knowledge! Your objection looks black and white at
once, like the moon with its spots.  This prohibition
applies only to fools like you, since all this is indeed to
be observed by Vaispavas who are quolified to do so,
and thus it is capable of wiping off’ a multitude of sins
in the same way as the drinking of somaat a Vedic
sacrifice; for it is not to be touched by others, just as
the purodasa cake™ is not to be touched by dogs!
Thus in the I$vara Sarnhita, “It is difficult to find in
this world a true votary of the lord, my son, and,
among those who are, it is even more difficult to find
a disposition which is truly pure enough for the foot-
water, or to usc the garlands etc. which have been
mentioned in the doctrine, Therefore, O six-faced
Ong, all this which is purified by the formulae and the
glance of the Bhagavin is forbidden to those who lack
this disposition and are not votaries.” And inanother
passage: ““The safiron, sandal, camphor and oils that
have been taken off Visnu’s body are supremely puri-
fying.” Likewise in the Padmodbhava: ‘He who
wears the powder that is taken of Visnu’s body on his
head obtains the fruit of a Horse Sacrifice and glories
in Visnu’s heaven.” Similarly in the I¢vara Sambhita,
“No blame should be put by statements arising from
ignorance on all that is used, the perfume, flowers etc.,
(the water) of the idol’s bath etc., and the curds, milk
etc, Those who condemn this divine purifying agent be-
cause they consider it nirmalya, those witless detractors
of its power will go to hell.”
The above statements which to the consecrated
prohibit the ute of nirmdlya at the time mentioned in
the time instruction?”® must be understood to mean a
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time subsequent to that when the (offerings to) the
chief of the Bhagavin’s retinue?®* is being used. Since
the garlands, sandal etc. which arc offered up to the
Bhagavin, later on, after the Vi§vakgena offering,
become unfit to eat, therefore the Sitvatas use the
nivedya etc. before that time. Consequently the use of
the nirmalya is a cause of excellence for the Satvatas.

136. Moreover, it is our postulation that the
exemplary people hold the nirmalys of other gods in
contempt; this is postulated like the drinking of soma
(which is good) because it is Vedic (in contrast to the
drinkiug of liquor which isevil). So I have said that
those who do not accept the validity of the Bhagavin's
doctrine are unable to deterrnine what is nirmdiya.
When it is properly determined (namely according to
the Bhagavins doctrine) the Bhagavin’s nirmdlya proves
to be extremely purifying, as is demonstrated by the
statements of all Vedic teachers. In a matter for
which the only mecans of knowledge is verbal testi-
mony, it must be so as verbal testimony says that it is.
Unless one is deaf, one cannot say that there is no
verbal testimony concerning it.

For instance it is said in the Brahma Puripa:
“The nivedya of Visnu is declared by the sages to be
pure and fit for consumption; onc who cats other
nirmafya and niredya must perform the cdndrdyana in
expiation. The malya which is taken from the body of
Visnu takes away cvil and is holy. He who wears iton
his head goesto supreme bliss.”” It follows that the
smyli statement that a man who cats nirmdlya and
nivedya must perform the candryana™* should be taken
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to bear upon the nirmilya of Rudra, Kaliete. Thusin
the Mahabharata: ‘“Meditating in one's heart upon
Hari, one must offer food to Him with full attention,
thereupon pick up this food again with the middle-
finger and the thumb, and then sacrifice it bit by bit,
saying: “‘Prindyasvaha, Apaniyasvihi, Vyiniya sviha,
Udiniya svihi, Saminiya svahi.'”” Likewise in another
passage, ‘‘what has been offered to the god must be
givento a hrahmacarin.”?® Thusin the Mahibhirata:
“Thesaintly knowers of the Paficaritra ate in his house
that which had been left over by the Bhagavin, asa
means to attain to bliss, as supreme nourishment.”™
And likewise the blessed Saunaka : “He himselfeats the
nivedya>’ He who condemns Visnu’s nivedya, whose
purity is proved by hundreds of similar smrtis and
which dispels the fear of rebirth, really ignores the
statements of the smrti because of his heterodoxy and
ought to have his tongue cut oft’

137. OsjecTioN. But how can the nivedya be a
means for the prapagnikotra? The exemplary people do
not approve of a means for homa etc. for which no
building bricks are used. Nor can a substitution of
another substance do duty as a homa, because he lives
off food that has been obtained according to taste. Nor
can a substitution of another consumption be made to
replace the nizedys, for scripture enjoins upon the
twiceborn a meal in the evening and a meal in the
morning, as follows from the prohibition: “One
should not take food in between.””

ReruTaTiON, Thatisnodefect, since the multitude
of dcitics, like prana etc. are revealed to be parts
of Visnu, in the same way as Viévaksena, the chief



120 AGAMA PRAMANYAN

of Vignu's retinue. For just as the flewers, cake etc.,
though proffered to the Bhagavan but actually given to
Visvaksena shows that He is familiar under various
guises, or just as at a sacrifice the soma juice that is left
over by the kotar is pure to the adhvaryu, so it is also
with the nirmalya.”*®

Moreover, only scripture can be our criterion for
what is to be eaten and what is not to be eaten. When
it says that something is fit to be eaten, what injunc-
tion are we to invent ourselves? Just as the same rule
governs both the periodical and the desiderative agni-
hotra, so the same rule governing the eating of the
nivedya applies also to the prandgnikotra.

138. Asto the remark?® that from the observance
of different sacraments, from conception ceremeny to
cremativn, it follows that the Bhigavatas are not
brahmins, here again ignorance is to blame. It is not
your Honour’s fault that the Bhagavatas, who have the
Vajasaneyaéikhd@ in the transmission of their family
line, observe the sacraments of conception ceremony
etc. according to the manner laid down by the grhya-
satras of Katyayanaete. Those who perform the forty
sacraments which are enjoined by the Ekiyana scrip-
ture while giving up the dharmas of the Veda, from
the recitation of the gdyatri onward,* they properly
follow the rules laid down by the grhyasiitras of theif
own $3khd and do not abdicate their brahminhood
because they fail to follow the rites of a different
§3khd; since otherwise it would follow that othef
brahmins too would forfeit their brahminhood becatse
they fail to perform the rites enjoined bY other
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people’s £3kha. For everywhere among brahmins we
find customs that differ according to birth, c3rana,
gotra, qualification ¢tc. LEven though one ritual is
understood for alf §ikhas, still all the various dharmas
relating to mutually diffcrent qualified performers do
not all together accumulate in anyone place. And the
Aspirants who arc distinct from those brahmins who
are qualified for rites of the aindragneya etc.,*® which
are means leading to the enjoyment of rewards
like heaven etc., as enjoined by the three Vedas, and
who themelves are qualified for the rites of the
Ekiyana, rites which alone are the means of attaining
to the Bhagavin, viz. knowledge, cleansing the way to
the Lord, preparation of worship and oblation, as
enjoined by the Ekiyana seripture, are brahmins too.
It follows that the non-observance of certain rites en-
Jjoined by different é3khds does not mean that either
one forfeits his brahminhood—that the Ekiyana $3kha
is preterpersonal scripture has been enlarged upon in
the Treatise on the Validity of Kasmira Agama,*? and is
therefore here not further discussed. But since it is
quite obvious that the Bhigavatas, which we are dis-
ing here, are cc d with the dharmasof the
three Vedas, like the sivitri recitation, there is no
possible support for the suspicion that they are really
vrityas because they would have abandoned these
Vedic dharmas.

139. May Naithamuni'® be victorious, he to
whom the Three Principles are immediately evident by
virtue of his own miraculous power, he by whose pupils
the arrogance of the rivals of the Sitvata Doctrine is
terminated after their own view was rent to pieces by
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variously apposite arguments, he whose spirit is for
ever the abode of the feet of Mukunda.

May, for the length of this Aeon, play on the
pious, enchanting and irreproachable sayings of the
extensive collection of prose and verse compositions
which eclipse the cleverness of the befuddled, conceited
and witless assembly of the evil crowd of the rivals
of the Satvata doctrine, whose spirit has been increased
by the glorious Nithamunindra,®® and by which all
the unholy powers are cleansed.

Printed at Prabha Printing House, Bangalore, India
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NOTES

To Yimuna, God's omniscicnce consists in this unlimited
percipience, so that, as he will argue helow (§ 109), the
validity of Pafcaritra does not rest only on Scripture,
but also on Perception.

In the parvapaksa the principal opponents introduced are
what one may already call smirta brahmins, and among
them especially the arthodox followers of Mimams3. No
Vedinta opposition will be discussed.

{abda, and its synonyms, have been translated variously
as Verbal Testimony, Verbal Evidence in general, or
Scripture in particular, depending on the context,

fpramana has g Ily been rendered with ‘“means of
knowledge,” somctimes with “‘critcrion.”

Jjagati or loke: “‘in the world of cxpericnce, in common
experience.”

Punctuate after iti which closes the question introduced
in prsto yydeastam; abki-ni-vi¢ * to stick to a partisan view
(in the teeth of contrary evidence).” 1 take balaiva as
sandhi for bdle iva, the meaning being that the okjector
takes the view that something limited (the boy) is really
unlimited (mature adult).

siddhasadhana, one of the defects of an argumentation by
which proof is sought of that which is already proved or
established.  Space (@kd{a) is, by definition, unlimited
and cannot illustrate the thesis that something finite can
be infinite.

sibhu in the sense of ** omnipresent, infinite.”

namely, the Paficaratra postulation that such tantric
ceremonies as consecration (diksd), etc. are means leading
to the summum bonum.

In the standard inference: the mountain has fire, because
it has smoke, as in the case of the kitchen,

123 s



KoAMA PRAMANYAM

Yimuna throughout treats Sitvata and Bhigavata as
synonymous.

paurustys and apaurugeya; the latter has in the sequel been
rendered with ‘‘preterpersonal.””  Person here does not
mean only *“human person” but *‘any being endowed
with personal features, including God.”

“Eternal Scripture’’ (dgama) is preter-personal scripture,
since any verbal statement originating from a person is
cotemporal with that person, and the piroapaksin does not
admit the existence of an eternal personal deity,
arthapatli, through r
cation”. It isa kind of inference by which is established
something that must be blished, yet is not blished
by another means of knowledge; for example: “Deva-
datta, who is well-fed, does not eat by day:" since he
cannot be well-fed without eating at all, it is deduced, by
circumstantial implication, that he eats by night,

lated ‘‘ci ia)l-imp)i.
cir p

namely, the relation of being a means to a certain end.
KMS 1.3.2 api od kartrsamanyat pramdpa anam sydt
$smpti is authoritative, because both smypti and Veda have
the same agent performing its mandates,”

The morning and evening oblations, the Newand Full
Moon oblations, and the soma sacrifice, examples respect-
ively of nitpa (daily recurring), naimillika (occasional)
and Admya (desiderative) rites.

astakd is the name of the 8th day after Full Moon in the
winter and f{ifira months, on which an oblation is per-
formed for the deceased (Manu 4.119; 150).

the crepuscular observances.
the point is taken up in detail infra §§ 119 f.

ly yoga, whereby the comp parts of the
word are given their own meaning ; aad ridhi, the total
meaning of a word that has become conventional and
does not necessarily correspond to the meanings of its
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P Jparts.  Rathakira means by yoga ‘‘chariot-
maker, cartwright,” by ridhi a caste which is not at all
characterized by this profession.

adhya 21 I habud dhyas bhaigendpi. Such a *“

tion"” is, for cxnmpl;, that the rathakdra in the literal sense
of cartwright is disqualificd for Vedic ritual, because a
cartwright is a {ddra; on this point see infra.

upanayana, which is the first step to his acquisition of
Vedic knowledge.

Manu 10.23,

the term “by royal decree™ shows that it is a caste profes.
sion. Quotation not identified

not found in Aufanasasmrti {AAS 48).

unidentified.

unidentified,

Manu 10.40.

This point is detailed upon infra §§ 134 f

unidentified.

unidentified.

not in Devalasmgti.

unldentified.

not in Atrismgti 5 Aviluka {s unknown to me, kalpa.
devalaka can be explained as a professional kalpa priese,
kalpa either in the sense of (“unorthedox) ritual,” or
*astrological mansion”; gapabhogadevalaka is likewise

obscure, but prohably refersto unorthodax priest engagnl
in gava worship.



126

37

39
40

41

42,

43,

44,
45,

46,

RoAMA PRAMANYAM

namely, diksa.

namely, the four Vedas, six Vedijgas, the Purigas,
Mim3nsi, Nydya and DharmaSistea,

BrS. 2.2.42.

A Naiyiyika. Traditionally, Nyiya docs not accept the
Mimimsi view that the Vedas have not originated frem
a person,

The argument is thus: The Veda is of persanal origin,
because it is language; language is invariably found to
originate from persons. The Naiydyika compares the
Mimapsaka's view in the terms of this argument with the
standard infe the in has fire, b it has
smoke.

avaidra *'descent, emergence,”” The meaning isas follows:
Dharma is by definition that action which leads to a
certain end by suprasensible law. Since the process (the
means-end relation) is suprasensible, there can be no
other authority for it than Scriptural authority.

This ¢nvisages the world as the sum total of the fruits

(phata) brought about by obscrvance or non-observance

of dharma, which is thus instrumental to world creation.

cf. Udayana, Kusumifijali4.l.

Sincc they are products, thcy have been produced by a
person (God) who knew the means by which to produce
them (dharma and adharma).

This is the Mimims3 view which holds thatthe dharma
and adharma as instruments in crcation are always the
dharma and adharma of a particular intelligent being
whose body is itself” the product of dharmta and adkarma
and can therefore never, however intelligent he may be,

control them. The Mimimsaka admits that the universe,

being made up of parts, is subject to origination and

destruction, but never at onc time, since all entities

presuppose former acts that have brought them about.
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The law of dharma and adharma necessarily operates
cternally. No agency is possible which can intervenc in
this eternal operation fromactto act, by either beginning
or ending the universe.  On this cf, Prakaragapaficiki,
p. 137 . for the Prabhikara view, and Slokavirttika,
Sambandhiksepaparihira 47-116 for the Bhitta view.

lit. “that which is unprecedented, not known befote, sc.
by other means of knowledge ;** in Mimamsa it describes
especially that suprasensible power inherent in the act
which makes it produce its result.

The argument is that one cannot know that the act will
indeed produce an effect until this cflcct has maierialized ;
thus the act's power—apirpa—cannot be known before-
hand as thc instrument of cffectuation. By the
Naiyiyika's definition only one who knows what instru-
ments are effective in production can actually produce.
unidentified.

manira and arthavdda: the terms indicate that the
Naiyiyika continues to address the Mimirsaka, for these
of courscare Mimimsi terms, manira being the Vedic
formula used at the ritual, arthavdda the descriptive, non-
injunctive passages of Brahmana and later Vedic texts,
RV. 10. 0. 14,

Yamuna concurs in the Mimamsaka’s refutation of the
Naiyiyika's views, to the extent that he too rejects that
the existence of God canbc proved by reason; but he
will counter the Mimimsi assertion that God cannot be
proved at all, that in fact there is neither room nor pur-
pose for a God in the universe. For Yamuna, God has all
the characteristics He has for the Naiydyika, but he
proves them from Scripture, not reason.

‘That which makes the Veda authoritative, i.c., ameans of
valid knowledge, is just this that it communicates

knowledge of apirva facts, e.g,, that a soma sacrifice is a

means of attaining heaven, i.e., generally matters pertain-

ing to dharma.
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the individual soul.
supra note.
Since the aplirea power is suprasensible, it can never be

perceived, and the assumption of a God who ‘supervises’
and controls this power because he perceives it is absurd.

read na labhyale ‘virodhs® pi; the meaning is this: when
a certain fact (thecternality of pots) cannot be proved by
a ground (recollection) because this ground contains a
contradiction (it is recollected that pots having existed
cease to exist), this does not prove that the same ground
(recollection) cannot prove the eternality of earth,
mountains, etc., when there is no contradiction contained
in it {nobody has recollection of a in)
adhikaranasiddhanta is a conélusion which, as soon asone
thing is established (e.g., that there is a world crcator),
establishes another topic di d (eg., isci ).
On this question, ef. Tarkabhisi 43.

It is the contention of Mimims3 that words and their
capacity of conveying meaning are eternal.

Sequence, of course, supposes priority and posteriority of
the entities in sequence, while cternals are co-cternal.

kramavantarajati; the difference resides in the createdness
of the Pancaritra and the uncreatedness of the Veda,
which i d adiffe of degree b the word
sequences of both corpora of verbal statements.

This is Yimuna’s objection, which states the extent to
which he concurs in the preceding Mimimsa argument
against Nyaya.

This starts the discussion of the Pribhikara theory onthe
limitations of the validity of verbal statements. First
general Mimims3 views on the subject are discussed.

The validity of fabda lies in its communicating contents
thatcannot be known through other mcans of knowledge.
What I translate as ‘facts’ are more literally “established
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entities,” established, that is, by other means of
knowledge than fadda. A scriptural statement of the
kind ‘‘grass is green’ is not strictly valid in the sense
that, in order to know that grass is green, we nced a
scriptural statement to that effect. Another proving
factor, e.g., the means of knowledge Perception, may turn
up conceivably and thus make the scriptural statement
superfluous; or we may find that grass is not invariably
green, but changes its colour, which would reverse the
scriptural statement. Scriptural validity, i.e., Scripture’s
being a means of knowledge, is to the Pribhikara
Mimimsaka, its being the sol¢ means of knowing a parti-
cular thing. To the Pribhakara this validity is ideal in
the case of injunctions concerning actions which, supra.
sensibly, lead to a certain desired end.

The injunction concerning the odana oblation includes an
injunction concerning the preparation of the ¢danz and
the fetchingof firewood for the cooking. Since experience
shows that for a cooking firc onc needs firewood, this
karya is not strictly known onscriptural authority.

This objection ignores the priorities among pramipas, or
meansof knowledge ; for the Prabhakara, Perception, etc.,
are prior to, take precedence of, Scripturc in case of
perceptible, etc. G Ily ption is prior
to Inference. To Yamuna, th:rcf nrc, no priority of
Perception to Scripture is given, which is expected since
in his view Scripture may also be an account of (God’s)
Perception, as in the case of Paficaratra.

‘This sums up the conclusion of the refutations of both
the Naiyayika’s and Mimdmsaka’s views: the defects
consequent upon the Nyaya proofs of God are avoided on
the basis of scriptural examination, since Scripture can
indced validly pronounce on God.

‘The Prabhakarn, who are nolonous for the gaurapa
* of their ar
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1  in the

“Denotation, denoting power,
following Prabhikara discussions have to be understood
as the power of verbal statements to provide unprece-
dented and non-superfluous knowledge concerning their
In the Prabhakara view, a verbal statement by

contents,

uself is denotative only in injunctive forms, while
ive have d ion either through
1 ion with inj st or

(but this is not strictly *‘true’’ denotation) through repet-
ition of otherwise knowable facts, This view, which has
obviously been developed for scriptural statements in the
first place, is thereupon extended to ordinary language as
well, and js thus expressed in the following theory about
learning language which is here understood. A child
learns what certain sentences ‘mean’ by observing the
action which his elders take upon hearing these sentences,
When he knows no language meaning (gyutpatti), he may
acquire knowledge by first hearing one adult tell another
to “get the cow,” and subsequently observing that the
other is getting the cow: by associating the two cvents
he knows that an order to get the cow was the content of
the fiest adult’s statement ‘““‘get the cow.” A remark
without consequent action (c.g., ‘It is hot today,”) can-
not convey any such knowledge to one who does not know
language. The process of the child knowing the sentence
meaning is here described as arfhdpatti “‘reasoning by
circumstantial implication ;>’ since there is no other
ground for the second man’s getting the cow, it must
have been the first man’s statement,
Thus Salikanitha, Prakarapapahciki, p.182: niyojyal
sarvakarye yal: svakiyatvena budhyate.
That u to say that the denotativeness of the words
g the is dent upon the injunctive
deno!auon of the statement as a whole.
The linddi verbal terminations of Sanskrit to which in
English correspond verbs P ded with iliari
like **should, must, to be to, ought 10.”
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For example, a sentence: *“He desires to go to heaven,”
which has the verb in the indicative, followed by a state-
ment **he should sacrifice with a soma sacrifice,” where
the verb is injunctive, is truly denotative in spite of its
indicative form, since it is obviously subordinated to the
injunctive sentence, to which it describes the performer’s
qualification: only one who desires to go to heaven has
title to, s qualificd for, the performante of a soma
sacrifice.

This is an example like “it is hot today;” the young
father’s happy countenance is not considered an action.
E.g., the sentence ‘“ he who desires to go to heaven offers
the soma sacrifice,’ is an injunctive statement in indicat-
ive form.

This is the Pribhikara view of the denotativeness of
single words, summarized in the formula anvitabhidhana,
which is short for karyanvitabhidhana “‘denotation of words
syntactically connected in an injunctive scntence.*®

This point will be taken up and eonfirmed infra § G4,

E.g., a statement ‘“there arc fruits on the river bank”
does not by itself, sell-sufficiently, create in the hearer
the knowledge that there are fruits on the riverbank;
the means of knowledge here really is inference, since the
hearer must infer that the speaker knows what he is
talking about, that he knows that fruit means ‘fruit’,
river bank ‘riverbank,’ etc.

This is again the Pribhikara view. The Bhifta view is

somcwhat different; according to lh: latter the upam;ads
arearthacades (subsidiary sut d

of clements of injunctions) to the eternality of the

performer’s personality (dtman), which eternality is pre-

supposed by the efficacy of the injunction: e.g., the

injunction “he who desires heaven must offer with the

soma sacrifice” supposes the immortality of the

performer. -

17
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GCh Up. L.5.1.

In this the Pribhikara concurs with the Bhagta, Injunc-
tions without time of fruition specified arc not gnaranteed
to bring about the desired effect during the present
lifetime of the performer.

1 read ata evarthavaddndm,

On this point see KMS 1.2.1. with Sabara’s bhasya,

On the Bhitta view of omniscience, cf. Kumirila, Samb.
47-59; 114-116.

i.c, the appropriateness or propricty of a word in
collocation with other words; in the sentence ‘his
mother is barren,’”” ‘Barren’ is obviously inapprapriate.

id ida, i.c., lauda.

The identification is ¢d an arth,
tory of the sacrificial pole

The relation between God and the texts has to be proved.
1 read yadi ca for api ca.

unidentified.

RV. 10.90 14

Mahanar Up 11.12.
Kath Up. 3.9,

Svet Up, 6.9,

Vigou Por. 1,131,

Nat in Manusmgti; reference perhaps to AManu 1.9-107?
1 read tatha pi.

Mupd Up. LLS.

Svet Up. 6.7,

unidentified,

supra §12.

supra §1l.

Kumirila, Slokavartika 2.114.

BA Up. 4.5.14.
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Ch Up. 6.11.3.

ChUp.6.2.1.

Ch Up. 6.2.3.

TaitUp. 3.1.1.

The whole sentence includes fena jivanti, on which the
present excgesis of bhita is based.

Bh G. 18.61.

namely, that they are born ( jdtan) and dic ( prayanti).
Svet Up. 4.5.

Bh G. 13.19.

Kath Up. 2.18.

Kath Up. 2.17.

sc. of knowledge.

here used as synonymous with Padupata.

I read ritya.

pralijiiarthak, the object or content of the pratijia, which
is the first step of the five-membered syllogism, e.g., “‘the
mountain has fire” ( parvatasydgnimattvam). It docs not
therefore coincide with the Subject. In-the proposition
both S and P must be siddha, established as existing

somewhere ; a non-thing likc a harc’s horn can be neither
S nor P.

this “non-apprehension of what should be there (yoganupa-
lambha} is the criterion by which we know the absence of
a thing. Here it is the absence of truth in Paficaratra
that needs be proved by a lambha, if the obj s
contention that Pafcaritra is invalid-through-reversion
be correct.

1 have difficulty in understanding the argument unless
T assume an illogicality. By stating as his ground “since
in agama we have its meaning exactly conveyed as it is”
the objector notonly agrees with thc preceding argu-
mentation that on inferential grounds Pafcaratra is not
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¢maalid, but even goes so far as accepting that it is valid
in other words, confuse non-invalidity with validity.
Then, because of this validity (svarthesya tathdtviva-
bodhandt), there arises a conflict with a deviating state-
ment of the Veda which has its own validity; since only
one¢ can be true, it follows that when Paficaritra is true
by inference, it is untrue by Veda. But I don’t sce how
the objector can reasonably infer the validity of Paiica-
ritra, since its meaning or content is admittedly
suprasensible. Yimuna himself has not argued that
Infercncc praves the validity, but that Inference cannot
disprove the correctness of the thesis.

a hetrantaram constitutes on the part of thedebator a con.
fession of importance since the ground which he gave
does not hold and he has to produce a different ground,
By the rules of debate this means a defeat.~

infra §§76 f.

‘The founder of the school of logic.

The Vedic injunction na kirnsyd! sarvabhitani **one should
not injure any being’ raises the question of the validity
of injunctions which do require injury to beings. But
this is a secondary question which does not affect the
validity of the Veda as a whole. Similarly, the thesis
‘¢ Paficaratra is valid” is not disproved by the possible
mention in the valid Veda of something that conflicts
with something in Paficaritra. So far the argument is
not for validity but against invalidity.

Since pots arc knowablec, the ground would also apply to
prove the eternality of pots and all things that are
knowable,

Since only carth (as an clement) possesses smell, this
ground has no general applicability.

Like the ground ““ because it Is knowable' which applics
to things regardless of whether they are cternal or not.
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Obviously, if the ground sere not known, it could not be
stated,

This objection seems to speak tothe summary denial that
the ground is unestablished through reversion.
Be it repeated that the validity, authoritativeness, ctc. of

Verbal § (i.e, fabdapramanya) is founded on the
basic assumption that statcments truly and accurately
their thing nt (arthe), that a word

accurately conveys its meaning. Among these things-
meant Yimuna includes facts as well as karyas, hence the
following debate with the Prabhakara,

supra §37.

Yimuna here takes up the Pribhikara’s theory thata
child learns the meaning of language through the action
his clders take on hearing a statement, so that the
denotativeness of language is defined by its injunctive-
ness. He uses the Pribhikara’s example of the factual
statement ¢ “A child is born to you.” A child who does
not know language has no way of understanding the
meaning of this statement because the young father’s
happiness conveys nothing specific But, asks Yimuna,
suppose the same child has witnessed his father reception
of the cheering news and the subsequent preparations for
a birth ceremony. Since one follows immediately upon
the other, the child associates one with the other and can
thus umd ) the ing of the though the
statement itself was noinjunction, but a communication

of an established fact,

Then, one may suppose, the child would not so readily

associate the birth ceremony with the previous com-

mueniation.

supra §36.

The things-meant or denoted by the word.

‘Yamuna's argument is that the injunctive, etc. termina-

tions of the verb denote the injunction as their thing-

meant (padirtha); but what makes this injunction
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‘meaningful’ is not that it is an injunction, but that it is
connected with someone who is qualified to accept the
injunction, c.g., in the injunction svargakdmo yajete. The
injunctive yajea bas no meaning or purpose unless there
is a ““desire for heaven;” the meaning of the injunction
thus is connected with the consequence of this desire of
heaven, namely, that somebody who has this desire is
Pprepared to do something about it.

ardhajarati is a half-eld woman; the ardhajaratiyanydya is
used to indicate that the opponent wants to have it both
ways and that consequently his argument,~like a half-old
and half-young woman, is useless either way.

Misra’s text here has yady api pracrétyanupapattisamadhs’-
gamaniyaiva fabdadaktis “*thc denoting power of language
is to bc known only through the¢ impossibility of
operation,” which makesno sense. The reading mustbe
corrupt, in amupapatti we may find a corruption of
yyutpatti, in pracriti perhaps a corruption of katyarthe or
karyartha—. 1 read conjecturally kdndrthe wpuipatti-
samadkigamaniyaiva, which gives the required sense.

This holds for those statements which are not verifiable
by other means of knowledge, for if they are verifiable,
they arc no incans of knowledge in their own right.

read na i kriyakdrye vyut pannals sthayi kdryam.

sthdyi; the Prabhikara view is that the kérya has a lasting
cfficacy beyond the inevitably transient action it involves ;
for the kdrya must remain in order to effect the fruit of
the action at any time after the completion of the action.

Yamuna objects that we cannot have two altogether
differene denoting pawers in Jangauge, onc to convey a
transitory thing, another to conveY a non-transitory
thing. The only possible explanation iz that of laksand
“*figurative usage,” which remains related to the mukiyd
vrttifs ““ principal usages”*  But he will deny the entire
construction (67).
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This is the Pribhikara view, which holds that in the
injunction niyoga svargakimo yajeta the sidhya (object to
be realized) is not svargs, but the entire niyoga (cf.
Prakararapafciki, p. 190), so that the statemcnt of the
injunction would become the means (sidhana) to realize
that sadhya, sc. the injunction.

Cf. Prakaranapaicika p. 182.

Nothing can become a fact (siddka) as long as it is still to
be made a fact (sddhya) by a ‘factualizing’ means
(sd@dhkana); thus as long as it is related with such a means
it cannot be a fact.

This is the principle of ¢kardkyata: a statement can
contain only one injunction, otherwise there is sakyabheda:
what should be one sentence is split up into two.
Quotations not identificd; but for the argument, see
Prakarapapaficiki, p 183 T

No specific fruits are attached to mitya rites.

mahatmya, which corresponds to pradkanya, pradhinata
BA Up. 56.1.

. Notto be found in the major Upanisads.

supra §35.

supra §42,

read ity asal for iti yat.
Svet Up, 3.19.

Svet Up. 6.8.

cf supranote.

supra note 86.

supra § 36.

This must refer to the $ruti sa yo ha vai tat param vede

‘brakma veda brakma bhovati (quoted Raminuja, Vedirtha-

sarngraha, 91), which Thave been unable to locate.

Taitt Up. 2.1\, brakmarid apnoti param.
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This must refer to Taitt Up. 2.1 so’fnute sarodn kamin
saka brakman& vipadeitd, but sa sdmagak is obscure, unless
one may regard it as a corruption of vipafeitd.

Partial quotations from Taitt Up. 2.1.1, Mund Up. and
an unidentified source.

Nysimhaptrvatapani Up. 2.4 (which reads purastdd for
parastid) and Svet Up. 3.9.

not {dentified.

not identified.

Could this refer to Variha Purina? Cf. infra.

Vispu Pur,, 1.1.31,

Not in Manusmrti.

A little known Vedic branch (if it was a Vedictradition),
from which certain Vaisnava sects derive their authority;
cf. infra §138.

These quotations could not be identified.

BA Up 4.1.5.

Vispu Pur. 6.4.40.

of. Varaha Pur., 72.4, which reads padyate in b.

cf. Varidha Pur. 7026 na tasmat parato deve bkavitd na
bhavigpati. It s clear from several quotations from this
Purania that Yamuna's text had different readings, not all
of them better.

Matsya Pur, 290.15.

The Linga, Viayuand Bhavisyat quotations could not be
verified.

Title of one of Yamuna’s treatises,

read sa &f sakaje d. G diksaradhonadidh h

External signs worn by Saiva scctacians.

Svet Up. 3.8.

¢“The Doctrine of the Five Chapters.”

The highest material evolute; the gloka is out of order,
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The text reads gidhd:dramukhasmasancbhasitdsasinak pareh,
which is a corruption; I read, wholly conjecturally
gitdhdcabhasmasnanafa yanadikriyéparak.

The text reads yogo dhdrapam ucyate hydi dhiydm omkdro-
piircam tatha, and seems out of order. The sense is clear
however.

corresponds to Variha Purina, 70.36 toam ca rudra maka-
ddho mohafdstrani karayalalpiasam darfayitoi mahardfu
makefvarah.

cf. Variha Pur., 70.41, which in cd reads nayasiddhinta.
samjiabhir ma yd {astram tu darfitam.

cf. Variha Pur., 70.38, which reads in cd {astresoabhirato
loko bihulyena Bhaved atah.

nearest is Varaha Pur,, 70.42, tadd pdsupatam Sastram jayate
vedasamjiitam.

cf. Variha Pur., 70.21, yad oedabakyam karma syaechastram

uddifya sepyale | tad raudram iti oikk yatam tan nestam gaditam

nrnam.

cf. Variha Pur., 70.40, mam visnor vyatiriktam ye brakmarias

ca dvijottama | bhajante papakarmanas te yanti narakam nardh,

not identified.

read yesam for esam.

not identified.

supra §52,

Taitt Up. 2.8.1.

supra §12.

Aitareya Br.

Manusmrti, 4.124.

Makzbbirata ).265 f.

supra §17

supra §17

agnavais name of a ificial cake offered at the
dikganiyesti.
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supra §17.

The author of the Brahmasitras is identified with Vyisa.
Dvaipayana, composer of the Mahabharata
Mahibharata, 12 340 (129.76) f.

Mahabharata, 6.66 (3012).

Mahabhirata not identified.

Mahibhirata not identificd.

BrS, 2.2.42.

‘Divisions’ of the Supreme God as Visudeva, Samkarsapa,
Pradyumna and Aniruddha.

tanmdtras here in the sense of the ““higher evolutes.”
toyena jivan visasarja bhiimyam, MahanarUp., 1.4.

BrS, 2.3.16 (17). Translation: *‘A word descriptive of
movingor unmoving beings, has not asecondarymeaning

(in referring to Brahman], because such a being’s
i ’s exi »

d ds on Brat A

BrS., 2.3.17 (18), Translation: *“Theatman is not bora
because there is no $ruti to that effect, and because of
its eternality, which is proved by the érutis.”

BrS., 2.2.43.

Mugd Up,, 2.1.3.

BrS., 2.2.41.

BrS,, 2.2.45.

In BrS,, 2.2.

asdmaiijasya, taken from BrS., 2.2.37.

supra §§96, 97,

i.e., as a fafpurusa compound “the beginning (source) of
(valid) koowledge «* niji@nddibhioe “‘since He (God) is a
source of valid knowledge.”’

cf. supra § 18.

Karmani lyu? Panini,

not identified.



225

226.

227.

228,
230.

231
232.

233,

234.

NOTES 141

in order to understand any statement, one must ficst
know the meaning of thc words that compose it ; this may
be called dependence, so that to this extent any statement
is dependent for its informati on ather and prior
knowledge ; but thismustalso apply to Vedic statements.

Ifthe cause (here: God) is above suspicion, the statement
will be accurate.

gunatak praman; qyuktatead anabh gamdc; iy unders
standing is that a statement has its valldlly hy itself, and
no sccandary validity in the sense that its content must
first be validated by some other means. The validity
itselfl must be proved (namcly by the character of the
personal author or by its preterpersonal origin), but once
proved, the statement itself is valid.

Vaignava rite observed five times a day: padcakaliks.
Slokavarttika, 2.6 7 ab.

ib. 2. 67 cd.

not identified. <

this speaks to 108, that the independent cognition cancels
the dependent cognition, if there is conflict between
them. Yamuna makes the point that this is not
invariably true; that neither dependence nor independ-
ence is a cause of invalidation, sipeksanirapelsatve is a
dual and requires the correction of karapam into kdrape,
if my understanding of the text is corrects

namely, because it requires another cognition in order to
be denied.

namely, in the example of the burning lamp: is it the

same flame that burns at six o’clock and at seven o’clock?

‘We don’t see the flame change or be succecded by another
flame. Only inference shows that since there is a differ-
ent amount of oil in the lamp at different times, it is

different oil that is burning as a flame, so that the lame

is really different. The senseperception is of the varying

amounts of oil.
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The Naiyayikas. o

Since Brahmi is the creator of the world, he can know
whether 'there were Vedas or not before creation; by
taking away Brahma'smemory, God in His amaipotence
could start the myth of the preterpersonal origin of the
Veda.. o
not identified,

not identified.

Sibarabhisya and KMS.

supra § 17 : vedabdhyagrhitatrat. I have rendered grhite
by - pted’ to cover approxi s the variety of
meanings that Yamuna detects in the word.

Manusmrti, 8.107.

People who do prohibited acts follow Vedic expiations;
but if acceptance by people who commit forbidden acts is
sufficient to deny the validity of what they accepr, this
means that the validity of the Veda would be denied.
Manusmrti.

supra §17: this Buddhist injunction is outside the Veda
in one sense.

For the observance of a prohibition is as much a ritual
action as the observance ofan injunction,

supra §14.

supra § 16.

supra §59.

Quotations not identified; the groups enumcrated are
$ddras, and yet by Vedic injunction have 1o observe, ivc.,
toaccept, the few Vedic injunctions addrosed 10 them
Do they by their acceptance invalidate these injunctions?

not identified.

read dedak3lasamsthanadid.
not identified.

supra §15.
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i.e., is the same name used for severalgroupsor only one?
The argument is; if Sis P, then P is not therefore S.
The example is ‘parvato ‘gnimin dhiimavattvit’ if we
interchange S and P, we get parvato dhimavin agni-
mattvit, but this is not true, for though there is no
fircless smoke, there is smokeless fire.  Similarly here:
the fifth may be asitvataor a vaifya vritya, but being
the fifth does not make the sitvata a vaidya vritya,

In the Manu quotation supra § 15.

explained below, §130.

Hari has apparently a meaning ‘lion.' Ordid Yimuna
think of Nysimha ?

gauh can mean *cow® and ‘word.”

supra §l5.

taddhita suffix, cf. Paniti.

‘conventionally’ the two words are synonymous, ‘etymo-
logically’ they have diff'erent meanings.

Pipini.

quoted supra.

supra note.

supra §15.

not identified.

For the word means etymologically *‘maker of ch

carts.”

not identified.

By refusing toaccept a ridhi meaning the authority of
the Vedic statements concerning all the features of the
sacrificc made by the now disqualified chariot-maker
would be lost, and the authorityof the statement that caste
names may designate more than one caste would also be
lost.

<f. Amarakosa, 10.4.

not verified.
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which is the prerogative only of the three varpas.
KMS.

supra §15.

not identificd.

not identified.

supra § 16.

cf. Manu, 11.40. ,

AitBr., 3.46.

not identified.

supra § 16.

This and the following quotations could not be
identified.

supra § 16.

a Brahman erudite in the Veda and following its
observances.

If he does not believe that God is prescnt in the effigie,
the offcrings arc obviously not used and cannot be
characterized as left-overs. The priest’s avoidance of
them would simply amount to sinful waste.

He must make his prohibition spccific, in order not to
prohibit the priest from using food that is otherwise
wasted. But he cannot determine the specification on his
own terms.

used flowers and used food offerings.

without divine utilisation.

The paficagavya is a substance in which the 5 products
of the cow are mingled.

one nidika is a half muhdrta,

cake used at Vedic offerings.

namely, in the above statement on the 10 nidikia.
Viévaksena, to whom piija is performed after the main
paji.

as quoted supra §16.
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Mahibhirata quotations not verifiable.

The ritual taking of food is considered a performance of
the pranignihotra.

The hotar is the principal reciting priest at the soma
sacrifice, the adhvaryu the main executive

supra §17,

namely, at the upanayana ceremony.

aindrigneya, name of a sfauta ritual.

Name of a work of Yamuna,

Predecessor of Yimuna at Sriranga.

Nithamuni compiled the sayings of the Vaispava saints,
the Alvars.

Printed at Prabba Printing House, Bangslore-4
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